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Abstract
Implicit mindset of intelligence influences teachers’ conceptions of giftedness which can
influence pedagogical decision-making that relate to gifted students. Teachers implicitly view
intelligence as either a limited quantity or a quality that can be developed over time (Dweck,
2008b). The mindset of intelligence that a teacher holds impacts the expectations that are placed
on students. However, general education teachers may not have a solid conception of giftedness
(Kaul & Davis, 2018). Thus, a gifted program which relies on general education teachers for
instructional delivery may not adequately meet the academic needs of the gifted students within
the program. The program evaluation used an embedded single-case, utilization-focused
evaluation design to understand how general education elementary teachers within an elementary
school conceptualize giftedness through the framework of Carol Dweck’s (2000) Implicit
Mindset Theory and how implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness
contribute to pedagogical decisions that are made. The mixed methods evaluation was comprised
of two phases. Phase 1 included a quantitative survey. The survey produced descriptive data
about implicit mindset of intelligence. Phase 2 included teacher selected lesson plans, and semistructured interviews. Qualitative data about implicit mindset of intelligence, conceptions of
giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making were collected from the lesson plans and
interviews. These data taken together provided insight into how teachers’ pedagogical decisions
are influenced by teacher implicit mindset of intelligence and teacher conceptions of giftedness.
The implications for fostering an incremental mindset and increasing general education teacher
professional learning opportunities are discussed.
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AN EVALUATION OF A GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAM TO EXAMINE THE
INFLUENCE OF TEACHER PARTICIPANTS’ IMPLICIT MINDSET OF INTELLIGENCE
AND CONCEPTIONS OF GIFTEDNESS ON PEDAGOGICAL DECISION-MAKING
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
This mixed methods evaluation examined the influence of teachers’ implicit mindset of
intelligence and conceptions of giftedness on pedagogical decision-making within the context of
a gifted education program. The gifted program uses the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model as
a basis to deliver gifted instruction every day. This puts the responsibility of gifted instruction on
general education classroom teachers. An embedded single-case design was used to evaluate
pedagogical decisions general education teachers made regarding identified gifted students
participating in the gifted program.
Background Related to Implicit Mindset Theory of Intelligence
Implicit mindset of intelligence is based on an individual’s beliefs about intelligence.
Mindset theory of intelligence, as described by Carol Dweck (2000, 2008b), posits that some
people view intelligence as fixed and cannot be changed, while others may view intelligence as
malleable, and can be improved with effort. A person who views intelligence as fixed is
considered to have a fixed mindset of intelligence. A person with a fixed, or entity mindset
considers intelligence to be innate and one is born with a certain level of intelligence that cannot
be developed beyond that level. People with an entity mindset tend to not consider effort and
motivation to be a part of what defines intelligence (Dweck, 2000). For example, a teacher with
an entity mindset would measure intelligence with test scores, where failure is identified by the
lack of intelligence.
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On the other hand, other teachers may view intelligence as something that is incremental
and therefore malleable. A person who views intelligence as malleable is considered to have a
growth mindset of intelligence. A person with a growth, or incremental, mindset considers
intelligence as something that can be developed over time. A person with an incremental mindset
defines intelligence by a person’s skills and knowledge (Dweck, 2000). Teachers who endorse an
incremental mindset of intelligence focus on individual student academic growth and the amount
of effort put forth as a measure of success because they “believe in the growth of the intellect and
talent, and they are fascinated with the process of learning” (Dweck, 2008b, p. 194). Failure in
this case serves as a learning experience and is identified by not putting forth enough effort or
putting forth effort in the wrong way.
Research suggests that a teacher’s implicit beliefs influence student success in several
ways. The mindset that the teacher endorses has implications for the type of feedback they give
in response to student achievement. For example, teachers who endorse an entity view will
typically give praise to the student’s ability. On the other hand, teachers who endorse an
incremental mindset will praise the student’s effort (Skipper & Douglas, 2019) and will orient
“students towards increasing their abilities through effort” (Dweck, 2008a, p. 311). The type of
mindset a teacher holds influences pedagogical decisions teachers make.
There is also a small body of evidence that suggests teacher’s mindset can influence the
mindset that students themselves endorse about their own intelligence (Park et al., 2016). A
study of student mindset found that the more teachers endorsed an entity mindset as evidenced
by their feedback to students, the more students endorsed an entity mindset by the end of the year
(Park et al., 2016). Findings from this study suggest that teacher mindset can influence how
students respond to failure, such as a failing grade. In addition, psychological and cognitive
3

studies have shown that teachers who maintain an entity mindset place significant drawbacks and
limitations on students with regard to academic behaviors (Dai et al., 1998), academic
performance (Diener & Dweck, 1978), and student motivation towards task commitment (Dweck
& Leggett, 1988). Other limitations influence how the student views their own ability level
(Weiner, 2005).
Implicit mindset of intelligence theory rests on the idea that some people attribute success
to the level of intelligence that a person is born with, while others attribute the success to the
amount of effort that is put forth. By extension, the teacher’s conception of giftedness is
influenced by the mindset that is endorsed. In other words, some might view giftedness as a fixed
or malleable trait like with intelligence. Views on the two constructs, giftedness and intelligence,
often result from experience teaching gifted students (Carman, 2011). Considering giftedness in
this framework would suggest that giftedness is either based on the ability one is born with or is
something that can develop over time.
Background Related to Giftedness and Gifted Education
The 2015 Amendment, Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA; U. S. Department of
Education, 2019) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), does not
directly regulate the identification of and services provided for students with gifts and talents
(U.S. Department of Education, 2019). However, it does contain sections (Title II, Part A,
Section 2101, Section 2103) for states that choose to include teacher professional learning for
gifted and talented identification and student services in their educational agency plan (U.S.
Department of Education, 2017). Thus, gifted policy is designed at the discretion of the state and
local levels and does not include support from the national level.
ESSA defines gifted and talented as:
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students, children, or youth who give evidence of high achievement capability in areas
such as intellectual, creative artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific academic fields,
and who need services and activities not ordinarily provided by the school in order to
fully develop those capabilities. (U.S. Department of Education, 2019, Title IX, Part A,
Section 9101)
However, there is no national mandate for education. All education, including gifted education,
is governed by the states. Therefore, gifted education is left to the states and local districts. Thus,
many school districts use their own operational definition of giftedness (National Association for
Gifted Children [NAGC], 2015). The ESSA allows states and local education agencies to
determine appropriate policy and description of giftedness.
There are variations in conceptions of giftedness across and within states. According to a
State of the States report conducted by the NAGC (2015) “thirty-two states reported a mandate
related to gifted and talented education, for student identification, services, or both” (p. 12)
where “the state definitions of gifted and talented encompassed multiple areas” (p. 27). Findings
from the State of the States report suggests that there are variations between what giftedness
means throughout the nation. For example, 37 out of 39 of the reporting states include
intellectually gifted as an area included in the state definition, while only 24 include the area of
academically gifted, 21 include creativity gifted, and 21 include giftedness in performing and
visual arts (NAGC, 2015). Less than ten states include areas of leadership, Low SES, and gifted
with a disability and even fewer included areas of underachieving, geographically isolated or
rural, psychomotor and being highly or profoundly gifted. Variations in the states’ concept of
giftedness can make it hard for teachers to decide on a definition when the concept seems too
inconclusive to grasp.
5

Background Related to Teacher Conceptions of Giftedness
The various conceptions of giftedness throughout the nation (NAGC, 2015), within states
(Callahan & Moon, 2017), and among individual schools (J. R. Cross et al., 2013) result in
variations of how gifted programs are implemented across the states and across local districts
(Kaul & Davis, 2018; McIntire, 2017). This can compound the confusion that classroom teachers
already have regarding the conception of giftedness. General education teachers may not have a
solid, consistent conception of giftedness and how the conception of giftedness influences the
pedagogical decisions teachers make about gifted students. In one school, for example, teachers
opposed gifted programming because they felt the programs were elitist, yet they believed in the
need for special services and the social value of giftedness (J. R. Cross et al., 2013).
Inconsistencies with conceptions of giftedness can lead to problems with how giftedness is
understood by classroom teachers.
If classroom teachers’ conceptions of giftedness are not aligned with the school system’s
operational definition, then problems identifying students for the program and serving identified
students can arise (NAGC, 2015). If classroom teachers understand how giftedness is
operationalized within the school system, then lesson plans will be appropriately designed to
reflect best practices in gifted education per program policy. Appropriately designing lesson
plans will better align program activities for meeting the needs of students who are placed in the
program.
Teacher conceptions of giftedness seem to derive from their own experiences teaching
gifted students as well as their beliefs about the value of a special education for students
identified as gifted (Carman, 2011). Conceptions of giftedness that stem from personal
experience and beliefs can vary within a school district as well as within a single school.
6

Variations in teachers’ conceptions of giftedness influence how classroom teachers view their
gifted students (McCoach & Siegle, 2007; Schroth & Helfer, 2009). Teachers rely on their
conceptions of giftedness to identify eligible students for gifted programming and program
implementation (Worrell et al., 2019). Teachers tend to view giftedness in a combination of
theory and behavioral characteristics, even if they are not familiar with the theory (Jonsson et al.,
2012).
Giftedness can be viewed as it relates to theory, as a set of behavioral characteristics, or a
combination of theory and characteristics (Laine et al., 2016). A theoretical conception of
giftedness looks at giftedness in a broad sense and considers aspects like innate ability and talent
development (Gagne, 2015; Jonsson et al., 2012; Subotnik et al., 2011). For example, teacher
conceptions may consider a superior general intellectual ability or high degree of ability in
specific areas, such as music or math (Schroth & Helfer, 2009).
Teacher conceptions of giftedness that vary theoretically align with theories of
intelligence, such as Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences, which posits there are several
distinct types of intellectual competencies (Gardner, 1999), and Sternberg’s (1984) triarchic
theory of intelligence, which looks at intelligence as the ability to adapt using analytical,
creative, and contextual components. Additionally, particular models of giftedness also factor
into theory related to giftedness, such as Renzulli’s three-ring conception of giftedness, which
looks at giftedness as a combination of ability, creativity, and task commitment. Gagne’s (2015)
differentiating model of giftedness and talent is another example, which considers the innateness
of giftedness and the talent that is developed from the gifts (Worrell et al., 2019).
Teacher conceptions of giftedness can also fall into behavioral categories or
characteristics related to achievement, such as factors that relate to personality and cognition
7

(Demirok & Ozcan, 2016). Conceptions of giftedness that regard personality might include a
highly developed imagination or that the individuals place themselves as leaders in groups.
Conceptions of giftedness regarding cognition might include gifted students can understand
abstract concepts and have sophisticated reasoning skills.
Additionally, some inconsistencies with conceptions of giftedness are based on
stereotypes (Subotnik et al., 2011). The stereotypes can include thoughts about ethnicity, age,
learning interests, talent (Carman, 2011), or gender (Dweck, 2009). The stereotypes themselves
are not inconsistent, but they create more inconsistency with conceptions of giftedness. The
inconsistencies and stereotypes may have adverse effects on the development of the gifted
student and the maximizing of student achievement.
The many conceptions of giftedness may result in inconsistencies within programs, such
as the social value of the program or the program’s value in meeting the needs of the gifted
students (J. R. Cross et al., 2013). If inconsistencies in conceptions of giftedness are not
acknowledged and resolved, then they can serve as barriers to appropriately educating students
with gifts and talents.
Teachers’ conceptions of giftedness may influence decisions teachers make about their
gifted students (Missett et al., 2014; Schroth & Helfer, 2009). Meeting the needs of gifted
students is important because to do otherwise would be to ignore their potential societal
contributions, innovative thinking, and leadership ability (Whitmore, 1980). Implicit Mindset
Theory of Intelligence structures assumptions about intelligence as either the entity view or
incremental view. Views on intelligence can contribute to conceptions of giftedness (Laine et al.,
2016), which contribute to pedagogical decisions teachers make.
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Background Related to Pedagogical Decision-Making
The success of the gifted program relies on classroom teachers making pedagogical
decisions that maximize student learning. Beliefs about student learning involve a thought
process that includes teachers’ planning, interactive thoughts and decisions, and beliefs and
theories (Clark & Peterson, 1986). A study that examined the link between classroom
environments and motivational frameworks among young children found that if teachers
believed that individuals’ intellectual abilities were fixed, teachers focused more on achievement
and grades and less on learning growth (Park et al., 2016). Teachers choose instructional best
practices and student assessment based on their implicit theories (Clark & Peterson, 1986). They
also think and make decisions within an active decision-making environment. The decisionmaking environment connects student levels of knowledge with supportive learning environment
created by the teacher (Sullivan & Mousley, 2001). Teachers make decisions about instructional
delivery, modes of evaluation, and practices of motivating the students based on their viewpoints
(Park et al., 2016; Rissanen et al., 2018).
Pedagogical decisions can be made pre-actively, as in the case with lesson planning, or
interactively, as in the case with managing a lesson while interacting with students (Gun, 2014).
Pedagogical decisions about students in general are typically based on assessment data
(Hoogland et al., 2016; Kippers et al., 2018) and can also be influenced by teacher implicit
mindset of intelligence. Pedagogical decision-making regarding gifted students is also influenced
by conceptions of giftedness (Missett et al., 2014). Thus, there are aspects of pedagogical
decision-making which are influenced by teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence and
conceptions of giftedness.
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Relationship Between Constructs
Teacher implicit beliefs on intelligence represent assumptions that teachers hold
regarding the malleability of intelligence and are not specific to gifted students but rather are
generalized to all students. However, implicit mindset of intelligence presumably influences
teacher conceptions of giftedness which can further be presumed to relate directly to how
teachers regard giftedness and how pedagogical decisions are made. Figure 1 shows a conceptual
model for the current evaluation depicting a relationship between teacher implicit mindset of
intelligence, teacher conception of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making. According to
the model, implicit mindset of intelligence influences pedagogical decision-making directly.
Mindset also factors into teachers’ conceptions of giftedness which also directly influence
pedagogical decision-making. So, with this model, giftedness is another lens in which to view
pre-active and interactive pedagogical decisions.
Figure 1
Relationship Between Evaluated Constructs

Both teacher implicit mindset of intelligence and teacher conceptions of giftedness can be
seen as a contributor to a teacher’s beliefs about learning and teaching and therefore influence
pedagogical decision-making (Laine et al., 2016). There are also pedagogical implications
10

related to whether instructional practices are oriented towards student performance outcomes or
student learning (Park et al., 2016; Rissanen et al., 2018). Pedagogical decision-making relates to
teacher beliefs about student learning (Stipek et al., 2001) and how student success is viewed and
therefore measured (Rattan et al., 2012). Pedagogical decisions teachers make are influenced
how teachers view intelligence and conceptions they have about giftedness. As such, it is
important to understand elementary teacher mindset of intelligence and how teachers
conceptualize giftedness to be able to address any misconceptions.
Implicit mindset of intelligence and teacher conceptions of giftedness frame the aim of
the current program evaluation. The connection between pedagogical decision-making and views
on implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness is significant to program
implementation. Thus, it is necessary for classroom teachers to understand what giftedness
means because of their instructional role once students are identified for the gifted program. The
current evaluation will examine the connection between pedagogical decisions that classroom
teachers make based on teacher views on implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of
giftedness.
The program evaluation will determine whether classroom teachers endorse an
incremental mindset of intelligence or an entity mindset of intelligence, how current classroom
teachers’ conceptions of giftedness are related to implicit mindset of intelligence, and how
classroom teacher conceptions of giftedness and implicit mindset of intelligence influence
pedagogical decision-making. Therefore, the evaluation will focus on how pedagogical decisionmaking is influenced by the teachers’ expectations of gifted students, whether teachers place
value on effort or ability, choices about methods of instructional delivery, and how student
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learning is assessed. The program evaluation will focus on the gifted program within one
elementary school.
Gifted Program Description
The program evaluation occurred in Johnson Public Schools, which is an urban school
district in Virginia. A typical elementary school was chosen to represent implementation of an
elementary gifted program. The gifted program is outlined in Johnson Public Schools’ Local
Plan for the Education of the Gifted, which describes the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model as
the basis of the gifted education program. The Local Plan document is referenced throughout the
evaluation to describe the structure of the gifted program and to draw conclusions about the
implementation of the gifted plan. The documents itself was not part of any analysis but rather
served as a point of reference for the operational definition the program uses as well as the
expectations for program implementation.
The Local Plan “defines gifted students as those whose abilities and potential for
accomplishment are so outstanding that they require special services and programs to meet their
educational needs”. The operational definition of giftedness defined in the Local Plan uses
similar language both the national (U.S. Department of Education, 2019) and the state (Virginia
Department of Education, 2012) use. The Local Plan further indicates in its delivery of services,
that students at the elementary level are clustered with like-ability peers in groups of 8–10
students in the general education classroom. Students will receive additional gifted instruction
from the gifted resource teacher by pulling the group out to a secondary location or by pushing in
and working with the students in the classroom setting.
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Context
The program evaluation focused on the district’s gifted program at one elementary
school, Sunnybrook. Pseudonyms are used for the school, the school district, and all participants.
The school serves 607 students in Grades Pre-K–5 and qualifies for Title I funding (Virginia
Department of Education, 2020). In this context, classroom teachers are those who teach a
combination of both identified and non-identified students in a general education classroom.
Description of the Gifted Program
Program Eligibility. Within the school context of the current evaluation, students were
determined to be either eligible or ineligible for gifted services based on age percentile scores
from the Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT, 2002), Gifted Behaviors Teacher Rating Form, and
Gifted Behaviors Parent Rating Form. Both rating forms organize behavioral characteristics into
General Intellectual Aptitude, Specific Academic Abilities in Language Arts/Social Studies, and
Specific Academic Abilities in Math/Science.
The district considers the Verbal, Quantitative, and Composite percentile rank scores and
processes students for eligibility based on three tiers. Tier 1 students are students who score
between the 90th and 99th percentiles. Students who score between the 90th percentile and the
99th percentile in at least Verbal or Quantitative and the Composite score are identified as
General Intellectual Aptitude. Students who meet Tier 1 criteria but are not considered General
Intellectual Aptitude are otherwise identified gifted in mathematics, communication skills, or
both. The district uses the term communication skills to include state standards for both reading
and writing.
Tier 2 students score between the 80th and 89th percentiles, and Tier 3 students score
between the 70th and 79th percentiles. In some cases, additional information is necessary to
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determine the need for gifted services. In such cases, students are interviewed, and a portfolio of
student work samples is collected toward identification in a particular area of mathematics or
communication skills. Within the identification process, all eligible students are offered gifted
services, regardless of the tier on which their standardized test score placed them.
Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model. Johnson Public School’s Local Plan uses the
Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model (Winebrenner & Brulles, 2008) as the service delivery
model for students who are identified gifted in Grades 2–5. In a cluster model, 4–10 students are
grouped together by ability where they receive differentiated instruction from their classroom
teachers (Brulles & Winebrenner, 2011). Historically, clustering of students identified gifted
varies by school and is at the discretion of the building principal. The identified gifted students at
Sunnybrook are clustered in the regular classroom based on area of identification where they
receive differentiated instruction from their classroom teacher based on their ability. Gifted
students with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) plan are not included in the clusters,
including one student who is self-contained.
Pull-Out Model. Additionally, a gifted resource teacher either pulls gifted students out
of the general education classroom or pushes into the classroom for additional enrichment
activities. Gifted students are pulled out for approximately 1 hour per week to participate in
enrichment activities that supplement the general education instruction students receive in the
regular classroom (Adams, 2018). The gifted education teacher may also push into the classroom
and work with identified gifted students within the classroom environment.
The Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model is the basis of gifted services for elementary
students whereas the enrichment pull outs are supplementary to clustering. Sunnybrook follows
the district’s Local Plan for Education of the Gifted pull-out and push-in models. The role of the
14

gifted resource teacher is described to provide an overview of the gifted education program.
However, the evaluation examines the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model aspect of the gifted
program. Thus, the evaluation will focus on the general education teachers and their instructional
delivery role with the clustered classrooms.
Logic Model and Evaluation Focus. The logic model shown in Figure 2 illustrates the
aspects of the gifted education program at Sunnybrook related to the current evaluation.
Particular attention is given to teacher related activities and expected outcomes related to these
activities. The logic model in Figure 2 shows the relationships among program resources
provided by the district, teacher activities that are a function of the program, and resulting
behavior related to classroom teachers. The program evaluation focused on aspects of the logic
model which impact the program evaluation aspects.
The specific focus for this evaluation was Part II: Program Goals and Objectives
(Virginia Department of Education, 2012). The goals and objectives related to Delivery of
Services are to provide a differentiated instruction appropriate for the needs of gifted students at
each grade level. The evaluation examined how outcomes are influenced by teacher activities
that are related to teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness.
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Figure 2
Program Logic Model for Current Program Evaluation

The model begins with inputs that are aspects of the program that are provided by the
district specifically for program use and allow for the activities within the program to take place
(University of Wisconsin-Extension, 2003). Specific to the program evaluation are the classroom
teachers, the lesson plans that are developed and curriculum materials that are used. The Local
Plan underlies the aforementioned inputs and provided a context for the evaluation.
Teacher input includes pedagogical decisions made based on teachers’ implicit mindset of
intelligence and conceptions of giftedness, which can be related to teaching experience or exposure
to giftedness. Lesson plans that are developed for the instruction of identified gifted students also
include choices about curriculum materials teachers believe appropriate for students identified
gifted. The Local Plan for the Education of the Gifted provides a format and support for the gifted
program. Included in the framework is the operational definition of giftedness which classifies
gifted students as students who have potential for superior ability in one or more domains requiring
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a specialized educational program. The Local Plan, as an input, factors into pedagogical decisionmaking with varying degrees because pedagogical decisions are made by teachers whose
conception of giftedness may vary.
The teacher activities in Figure 2 result from the interaction of the inputs. The teacherdeveloped lesson plans lead to specific outcomes and indicate how the program is impacted by the
activities (University of Wisconsin-Extension, 2003). The outcomes listed in Figure 2 reflect the
aspects which are the focus of the evaluation and are aligned with the evaluation questions.
Therefore, the outcomes listed in Figure 2 are all intended to result from evaluating pedagogical
decisions teachers make while developing lesson plans as the decisions relate to implicit mindset of
intelligence and conceptions of giftedness.
Overview of the Evaluation Approach
The purpose of the evaluation was to examine how the implicit mindsets of intelligence
that teachers hold and their conceptions of giftedness influence teacher pedagogical decisionmaking within the boundaries of a particular context of one elementary school, Sunnybrook. The
evaluation was structured within the pragmatic paradigm. Pragmatic paradigm theorists take the
stance “that the value of evaluation is not based on whether they discover the ‘truth,’ but on the
demonstration that the results ‘work with respect to the problem that is being studied” (Mertens
& Wilson, 2012, p. 90). The evaluation created meaning for the stakeholders by examining their
actions and consequences (Denzin, 2012), which allowed for stakeholders to use the results of
the evaluation towards program improvement (Mertens & Wilson, 2012).
The program evaluation was grounded within Patton’s (1997, 2008) utilization-focused
evaluation approach, which is an action-oriented approach to decision-oriented inquiry “that
depends on the program context and the explicit needs and values of primary intended users”
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(Patton, 1997, p. 25). This approach “focuses on the decision makers and the dialogue with them
to determine what decisions they think they will make… [with an] emphasis on the personal
approach and relationships” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011, p. 181). The use of a utilization-focused
evaluation approach related the findings with implications for program improvement under the
view of teachers as decision makers.
The lesson plans teachers discussed in the interviews regarding implicit mindset of
intelligence, conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making highlight aspects for
which the program is aligned with the Local Plan at each school. Where there was not alignment
showed program areas on which teachers may wish to improve. In this way, the utilizationfocused evaluation approach w fully situated in the pragmatic paradigm because it allowed the
evaluator to use methodology that is appropriate for a specific situation (Patton, 2002), such as
the analysis of lesson plans within a particular school.
Although building administrators decide how the gifted program is implemented within
their school, the general education classroom teachers make decisions about pedagogy and
directly impact how identified gifted students are academically served in the general education
classroom. These insights inform the schools’ gifted resource teacher, classroom teachers, school
administrators, and the district’s gifted coordinator on general education teachers’ pedagogical
decisions that teachers make within the gifted program as well as possible areas in need of
professional development. The influence of teachers’ beliefs about intelligence and conceptions
of giftedness on pedagogical decision-making provided insight for teachers towards future
pedagogical decisions and needed professional learning regarding gifted education.
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Program Evaluation Model
The current evaluation used a mixed methods evaluation design, drawing on both
quantitative and qualitative data. These data, taken together, allowed for an in-depth examination
of how the implicit mindset of intelligence held by teachers and teacher conceptions of
giftedness influence pedagogical decision-making. The blending of the qualitative and
quantitative data added a depth to the evaluation that quantitative data alone could not do.
Purpose of the Evaluation
The mixed methods evaluation was formative in nature. Thus, the purpose of the
evaluation was to generate knowledge that can lead toward program improvement (Patton,
2008). The knowledge generated was used to inform stakeholders, particularly teachers, about
strengths and areas for growth that relate to their role in educating gifted students within the
context of the program under evaluation. The intent of the current evaluation was to describe the
program in such a way that personally connects teachers to the evaluation. Teachers can gain a
solid understanding of the problem at hand and what they believe will work to understand how
pedagogical decision-making is influenced by implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of
giftedness.
Focus of the Evaluation
The focus of the evaluation and the evaluation questions were to identify implicit
mindsets of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness that can lead to implications for further
teacher professional learning as these factors relate to pedagogical decision-making regarding
identified gifted students. An understanding of how teachers view intelligence can add to the
framework of how giftedness is perceived. An evaluation of teachers’ implicit mindset of
intelligence, conception of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making led to a better
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understanding of the classroom teachers’ roles and responsibilities within the gifted education
program. A better understanding of the teachers’ roles and responsibilities by intended users can
foster higher levels of student performance, better program cohesiveness, and appropriate
instructional delivery best practices. As with most programs, meeting program goals rests on the
alignment of teachers’ conception of giftedness, the conceptual framework adopted by the
district, and the district’s operational definition of giftedness (Paul & S. M. Moon, 2017).
The current evaluation followed an embedded single-case study design. An embedded
single-case study considers the program under evaluation as a single case (Stake, 2003) which
involve subunits that can have several layers, or units of analysis (Yin, 2018). Single-case studies
are used when a case represents typical or common case program implementation (Yin, 2018).
Sunnybrook was a good candidate for the single-case study design because it represents a typical
or common case.
The current evaluation of the elementary gifted program viewed the gifted program itself
as the single case. Information gathered from the evaluation show how pedagogical decisionmaking is influence by implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness at a typical
elementary school in Johnson Public Schools. School level data collected and published by the
Virginia Department of Education as well as local data collected by the district were used to
show typicality. Despite the typicality, conclusions from the evaluation can only be drawn about
the participating school.
Evaluation Questions
Three questions aim to identify implicit mindset of intelligence held by teachers, teacher
conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making which can lead to implications for
program revision and teacher professional learning. In the context of the evaluation, teachers
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refer to general education classroom teachers in Grades 2–5 who teach both gifted and non-gifted
students in the general education classroom as part of the gifted program. The evaluation was
conducted at one elementary school, Sunnybrook.
1. What implicit mindset of intelligence are held by general education elementary
teachers?
2. What are general education elementary teachers’ conceptions of giftedness?
3. How do general education elementary teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence and
conceptions of giftedness manifest in pedagogical decision-making?
It is important to learn how teachers implicitly perceive intelligence and how teachers
conceive giftedness because of how these factors might influence pedagogical decisions. As
intended program users, teachers can better align their expectations of student achievement with
academic needs of students who are identified as gifted. There will also be implications for
teacher practice regarding teacher professional learning and decisions that are made for the
classroom and for the students.
Definition of Terms
•

Giftedness—Subotnik et al. (2011) suggest a comprehensive, research-based
conceptional definition of giftedness. It “is the manifestation of performance or
production that is clearly at the upper end of the distribution in a talent domain even
relative to that of other high-functioning individuals in that domain. Further,
giftedness can be viewed as developmental, in that in the beginning stages, potential
is the key variable; in later stages, achievement is the measure of giftedness; and in
fully developed talents, eminence is the basis on which this label is granted.
Psychosocial variables play an essential role in the manifestation of giftedness at
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every developmental stage. Both cognitive and psychosocial variables are malleable
and need to be deliberately cultivated” (p. 7).
•

Gifted students—are “those students in public elementary, middle, and secondary
schools beginning with kindergarten through twelfth grade who demonstrate high
levels of accomplishment or who show the potential for higher levels of
accomplishment when compared to others of the same age, experience, or
environment. Their aptitudes and potential for accomplishment are so outstanding
that they require special programs to meet their educational needs” (Virginia
Department of Education, 2012, 8VAC20-4020).

•

Mindset: Fixed or Growth—as used by Carol Dweck (2000, 2008), also called
entity or incremental. Some view intelligence as something that is static and cannot
change. Others view intelligence as something that is malleable and can be
developed. Dweck (2008b) likens the fixed mindset to “believing that your qualities
are carved in stone” (p. 6), whereas “the growth mindset is based on the belief that
your basic qualities are things you can cultivate through your efforts” (p. 7). As it
pertains to the students’ mindset, or approach, towards intelligence she writes,
“Within an incremental theory, failure just means that your present strategy or your
present skills are inadequate, but within an entity theory, a failure can cast doubt on
your global permanent intelligence” (Dweck, 2000, p. 26).

•

Pedagogical Decision-Making—choices that teachers make about the classroom or
students that are linked with beliefs about student learning. This thought process
includes a pre-active planning phase and an interactive phase that occurs during the
classroom interaction with the students (Tsui, 2003). Decisions made during both
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phases reflect teachers’ beliefs and theories about student learning (Clark & Peterson,
1986).
•

Pull-out program—“A pull-out program is a part-time service delivery option that
provides unique opportunities for gifted students who spend the majority of their time
in a regular heterogeneous classroom. Students identified as gifted are brought
together for instruction provided by a designated teacher of the gifted for a period of
time to engage in curriculum or activities that differ from those offered in the general
education classroom” (Adams, 2018, p. 187).

•

Student achievement—Refers to the level of cognitive and affective growth
compared to potential or measured ability.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this evaluation was to investigate how classroom teachers’ implicit
mindset of intelligence and conception of giftedness influence pedagogical decisions related to
students with gifts and talents within the context of the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model. A
teacher’s implicit mindset of intelligence relates to the beliefs teachers hold about the
malleability of intelligence as it relates to all students. These beliefs are likely related to
conceptions of giftedness when considering gifted students. Teachers likely make pedagogical
decisions about gifted students based on their implicit mindset in combination with their
conception of giftedness.
This chapter connects concepts from literature on implicit mindset theory, conceptions of
giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making. The sections included in this section introduce the
literature behind the constructs that are investigated with the evaluation. The sections also
indicate how the constructs might interact with each other. For example, the first section
describes implicit mindset theory of intelligence, and the second section describes how teacher
behaviors that support development of an incremental mindset in students emanates from the
theory. The next sections connect implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness.
Finally, pedagogical decision-making is discussed and then broken down to describe connections
between implicit mindset of intelligence and pedagogical decision-making and conceptions of
giftedness and pedagogical decision-making.
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Research suggests that the implicit mindset of classroom teachers, whether entity or
incremental, influences how they evaluate student work and student effort with respect to both
success and failure (Park et al., 2016; Rattan et al., 2012; Yeager et al., 2014). Additionally,
scholars and researchers in the field of gifted education have found that pedagogical
shortcomings with gifted program effectiveness may result from a confusion by classroom
teachers of what giftedness means (Borland, 1989; T. L. Cross et al., 2013; T. L. Cross et al.,
2018; Matthews & Foster, 2008; Misset et al., 2014; Rizza & Morrison, 2003). There are also
similar implications from studies regarding mixed attitudes towards gifted programming (T. L.
Cross et al., 2018; Russell, 2018). Therefore, teachers’ implicit mindset and conceptions of
giftedness may influence teacher expectations of students who are identified as gifted that do not
align with program goals.
Implicit Mindset Theory of Intelligence
The motivation and academic achievement of gifted students has been an area of research
for scholars and practitioners which seems to have led to several theories on giftedness,
motivation of gifted students, and achievement of gifted students. Studies in gifted education
catalogue the relationship between giftedness and academic performance and how these factors
inform implicit mindsets espoused by identified students (Coleman et al., 2015: T. L. Cross,
2018; Hoge & Renzulli, 1993). Other research has tied implicit beliefs about intelligence to the
development of student ability (Sternberg, 2005) and levels of academic achievement (Blackwell
et al., 2007; Diener & Dweck, 1978; Dweck & Leggett, 1998). However, there seems to be
comparatively little research in gifted education regarding teacher mindset and its influence on
pedagogical decision-making.
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Implicit mindset of intelligence is based on beliefs an individual has about intelligence
(Dweck, 2000). Beliefs can be understood to mean how knowledge about something is evaluated
or judged (Pajares, 1992). Implicit beliefs are those held unaware by the individual and are,
therefore, beyond their control (Fives & Buehl, 2012), and influence the way something, such as
intelligence, is understood. As such, implicit beliefs can only be inferred based on related
behavior or action (Fives & Buehl., 2012; Pajares, 1992).
Self-theories of intelligence as used by Carol Dweck (2000) posit that some view
intelligence as something that is static and cannot change. Others view intelligence as something
that is incremental and can therefore be developed. As the theory pertains to mindset, or
approach to intelligence, Dweck (2000) states, “Within an incremental theory, failure just means
that your present strategy or your present skills are inadequate, but within an entity theory, a
failure can cast doubt on your global permanent intelligence” (p. 26). These implicit mindset
theories play a large role in levels of student achievement and future success as they relate to
motivation, personality, and academic development.
Fostering an Incremental Mindset
Teachers play a seemingly crucial role in fostering an incremental mindset. It is the
responsibility of the classroom teacher to develop an incremental mindset in students so that
students can increase their ability through effort (Laine et al., 2016; Seaton, 2018). Boylan et al.
(2018) recently studied the significance of fostering an incremental mindset and found that an
incremental mindset was important for student success. They also found factors for successful
learning indicate a need to understand mindset. For example, nearly all the teachers indicated
they believed children’s mindset has an impact on their learning. However, only 63% of the
teachers had heard about the theory, and 17% were unsure about it. Also, slightly more than half
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of the teachers indicated that an incremental mindset should be fostered and that fostering an
incremental mindset in students is part of their responsibilities. Only 19% indicated that they felt
comfortable doing so.
Although teachers needed professional learning in this area, teachers rated “fostering a
growth mindset” as an important factor for success in learning. Teachers were found to be
familiar with the term mindset; however, it was not used when working with the students. In
other words, teachers used the term during professional conversation but not instructionally with
students. This was linked with the survey results that indicated teachers were not familiar or
comfortable with fostering an incremental mindset, even though they found it important for
student learning. The findings of this study support those of other studies reporting the
significance of fostering an incremental mindset (Blackwell et al., 2007; Seaton, 2018). The
results of the study also suggest that teachers need professional learning in this area.
Studies in teacher professional learning about mindset seem to indicate a need to further
understand the influence of an incremental mindset on student learning. For example, one study
examined the effects of teacher professional learning on developing an incremental mindset
(Seaton, 2018). Although the study focused on interventions consisting of six professional
learning sessions toward fostering an incremental mindset, there were elements of the study that
indicated the importance of mindset and classroom practice related to pedagogical decisionmaking, such as teacher-student relationships and type of feedback, when “supporting students to
consider their own mindsets and to develop thinking strategies to support their learning” (p. 43).
For example, one qualitative measure asked teacher participants to briefly document three daily
incidents of mindset within the classroom. Examples of an incremental mindset incident include
telling a student “not yet” or “not quite” when the student did not understand something or
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describing an anecdote when a student did not want to attempt an assignment because they were
worried about getting something wrong (Seaton, 2018, p. 48).
The daily incidents detailed three positive incidents, thus creating a “positive feedback
loop” for the student that “can broaden an individual’s behavioural repertoire, supporting their
skills and resources” (Seaton, 2018, p. 46). The notion that “core beliefs can be altered through
supporting the internalisation of alternative schema” (Seaton, 2018, p. 42) is significant because
it further supports the positive influence that an incremental mindset has on student achievement
(Blackwell et al., 2007). Findings also support the need for and ability of teachers to foster an
incremental mindset through appropriate pedagogical decisions regarding students in general and
gifted students in particular to meet program goals. In other words, regarding gifted students,
both the implicit mindset of intelligence and the conception of giftedness can influence
pedagogical decision-making. The influence of a teacher’s mindset on a student’s mindset has
significant implications for the current evaluation because of the underlying assumption that
implicit mindset and teacher conceptions of giftedness influence pedagogical decision-making.
Pedagogical decisions that follow an incremental mindset relate positively to student
achievement.
Conceptions of Giftedness
Classroom teachers can play a considerable role in identifying and serving students with
gifts and talents. For example, classroom teachers are typically responsible for referrals,
completing recommendations for gifted programs (Miller, 2009; Siegle et al., 2010), and are
responsible for a large part of student instructional delivery (Adams, 2018; Borland, 1989;
Gentry, 2018; Schroth et al., 2009). These responsibilities require teachers to rely on their
understanding of giftedness and how gifted characteristics manifest in the classroom. However,
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the conception of giftedness includes a wide range of characteristics and behaviors. There are
also multiple definitions and theories that exist about this concept that are reflected in policy.
Policy in Gifted Education
Current policy regarding gifted education varies from state to state and is addressed in the
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015, which amends the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA; U.S. Department of Education, 2019). The national policy
defines giftedness as those students who show “evidence of high achievement capability…and
who need services or activities not ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully develop
those capabilities” (Virginia General Assembly, 2010, para. 4). In the amendment, states were
asked to describe how the SEA will improve teacher skills in order to enable them to identify
students who are gifted and talented and provide instruction based on the needs of students who
are identified gifted (U.S. Department of Education, 2017).
The variations and inconsistencies in program interpretation and implementation exist at
the state and local levels with respect to the application of the National Association for Gifted
Children (NAGC) standards, program frameworks, and service delivery (Callahan et al. 2017;
NAGC, 2015). The interpretation and implementation of gifted policy is connected to
conceptions of giftedness because student access to gifted programming is based on conceptions
of giftedness schools endorse and may not be the same conceptions of giftedness held by
teachers (Russell, 2018).
The variability indicated by state plans suggests a nationwide inconsistency of perception
of gifted education in general and conception of giftedness in particular (Kaul & Davis, 2018).
The variability in conceptions of giftedness is confounded by how local education agencies
interpret and implement state policies (Callahan et al., 2017; Kaul & Davis., 2018). There are
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inconsistencies at all levels of policy, which suggests a need to further examine the interpretation
and implementation at the school level, where students are more directly influenced. Implications
for the current evaluation exist in that “gathering information on current services and needed
improvements is an essential first step” (Lewis & Karnes, 2015, p. 668) within a gifted education
program.
Changes in Conceptions of Giftedness Over Time
There are various conceptions of giftedness school districts have adopted as their gifted
education program framework (S. M. Moon, 2006). Conceptions of giftedness can be viewed as
a social construct and have changed over time to reflect current research and are influenced by
culture, values, and politics (Gallagher, 1993; Paul & S. M. Moon, 2017). Thus, there are many
conceptions of giftedness that overlap (Reis et al., 2015), which adds to the difficulty teachers
have when making sense of the complex construct.
Giftedness and Intelligence. The conception of giftedness has been associated with
intelligence since the early 1920s in that those who were deemed intelligent were the ones who
were also considered gifted (Terman, 1926). In this way, giftedness and intelligence were viewed
as the same thing, where gifted and genius were used interchangeably (Terman, 1926). In most
models, general ability refers to the extent to which one can reason verbally, numerically, and
spatially (Renzulli, 2003). Intelligence refers to cognitive ability, such as processing speed and
working memory (Bjorklund, 2005). Gifted models evolved over time to include a high general
ability, and later, high ability in a specific area (T. L. Cross & Coleman, 2005; T. L. Cross, & J.
R. Cross, 2020; Gagne, 2015). Within models that emphasize intellectual ability, potential
abilities are usually measured with a normative test, such as an intelligence test in the primary
years and a domain-specific performance-based measurement in the secondary years (T. L. Cross
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& Coleman, 2014; Renzulli, 2003). Still, the high abilities and conceptions of giftedness were
associated with intelligence (Subotnik et al., 2011).
Other theorists added additional factors to consider along with the high abilities. For
example, Renzulli (2003) endorsed a three-ring model where giftedness occurs at the joining of
above-average ability, creativity, and task commitment. The three-ring concept considers
schoolhouse giftedness and innovative giftedness as two broad categories. Schoolhouse
giftedness is the common category for school or program use as part of selection and eligibility
for gifted programs because it is identified with cognitive ability tests and is associated with
lesson-learning abilities and high grades in school (T. L. Cross & Coleman, 2005). Schoolhouse
giftedness aligns with teacher expectations of student ability because these academic abilities
“are most valued in traditional school learning situations” (Renzulli, 2003, p. 81). The three-ring
model has the most significance for the evaluation because the program under evaluation
ascribes to this model.
Giftedness and Innovation. Innovative giftedness can be defined by the application of a
student’s ability towards inquiries which are relevant to the student and that produce original
material (Renzulli, 2003). Innovative giftedness goes beyond ability scores and the lessonlearning functionality of schoolhouse giftedness and puts “one’s abilities to work on problems
and areas of study that have personal relevance to the student and that can be escalated to
appropriately challenging levels of investigative activity” (p. 82). In other words, innovative
giftedness requires students to apply that which was acquired through lesson-learning, or
schoolhouse giftedness, inductively towards new learning, innovation, and production (Renzulli,
2003).
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It is important to note that both schoolhouse giftedness and innovative giftedness can be
seen as developmental, which suggests the potentiality of giftedness at one point in a student’s
development and measurable giftedness at another. This can be extended with the idea of a
combination of advanced development and creativity that is also incremental where it begins
with potential and evolves into performance and achievement in recognizable domains (T. L.
Cross & Coleman, 2005; Subotnik et al., 2011). In this way, giftedness can be viewed as a
developmental process in which gifted potential is identified and talent is developed.
The current literature on conceptions of giftedness presented by scholars and researchers
in the field of gifted education seems to show there are multiple conceptions of giftedness
ranging from general intellectual giftedness to high ability in a single domain (Worrell et al.,
2019). Some of the conceptions of giftedness can be measured by abilities or intelligence testing,
while others seem to be based on performance. Johnson Public Schools defines giftedness as
students with outstanding ability who require services to meet their educational needs. Both a
conceptual definition and an operational definition are included with other key terms in
Appendix A.
Current Teacher Conceptions of Giftedness
Teachers’ conceptions of giftedness can be influenced by policy, experience with gifted
students, and exposure to gifted professional learning (McCoach & Siegle, 2007). Just as school
systems must adopt and operationalize a concept of giftedness to drive gifted programming,
teachers operationalize a concept of giftedness that makes sense for their classroom (Russell,
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2018). Teachers typically conceptualize giftedness based on patterned behaviors that are
observed and assumptions that they may have about student learning.
For example, Laine et al. (2016) discovered that teachers perceive giftedness either
phenomenologically or characteristically. In this study, phenomenological perceptions viewed
giftedness as a concept, or an idea. Characteristic perceptions focused on how a gifted student
might be described. Teachers who considered giftedness as a phenomenon largely saw it as
multidimensional, while teachers who categorized giftedness characteristically considered the
cognitive features. Each category yielded subcategories, which were also coded. Table 1 shows
the subcategories as reported in the study. Giftedness was seen as fixed (n = 35), innate (n = 24),
things come naturally (n = 4), and training is not needed (n = 4). Some teachers saw it as
malleable (n =15), giftedness as a potential (n = 3), and need for support (n = 3).
Table 1
Subcategories Related to Teachers’ Conceptions of Giftedness
Category

Codes

Quotes

Teachers
Referring to
Category
161
103
95
35
11
12
129
92
52
31
13
7
7

Giftedness as a phenomenon
28
323
1. Multidimensional
6
155
2. Difference from others
5
104
3. Fixed
5
35
4. Malleable
4
15
5. Other
8
14
Characteristics of the gifted person
47
263
1. Cognitive Features
14
128
2. Creative Features
5
63
3. Motivational Features
9
10
4. Personal Strength
8
16
5. Success
2
7
6. Other
9
9
Total
75
586
Note. Adapted from “Finnish teachers’ conceptions of giftedness” by S. Laine, E. Kuusisto, and
K. Tirri, 2016, Journal of the Education of the Gifted, 39(2), 151-167.
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The researchers also looked directly at whether teachers understood giftedness as a fixed
or malleable quality (Laine et al., 2016). Carol Dweck’s (2000) Implicit Mindset framework and
questionnaire was used for this part of the study. The results indicated that 54% of the teachers
had an incremental mindset about giftedness, 30% had a fixed mindset, and 16% had a mixed
mindset. The conceptions of giftedness as either phenomenon or characteristics has value for the
present evaluation as potential emergent codes following the assumption that teachers in the
current evaluation will categorize giftedness in a similar way.
A teacher’s conception of giftedness is essential to the success of the gifted education
program because it is these conceptions that impact how students are served by the gifted
program (Schroth & Helfer, 2009). Teacher conceptions of giftedness also impact how gifted
students are served in the regular classroom. Classroom practice can be influenced by such
things as gender, race, age, and ethnicity regarding the identification of, and service for, students
with gifts and talents.
For example, as Phase 1 of a larger national study sponsored by the National Research
Center on the Gifted and Talented, T. R. Moon and Brighton (2008) examined the conceptions of
giftedness held by classroom teachers in Grades K-2. A survey was created for the study that
used textbook factors from a literature review to determine survey items. Categories from the
literature review included conceptions of giftedness, instructional practices, identification of
talent, student readiness, demographics, and the case studies. The instrument was piloted with 12
Grades K–2 teachers from a local district who were not part of the study sample.
Participants included 434 teachers, with a response rate of 14%. Researchers
acknowledged the low response rate but indicated that the sample accurately represented the full
sample demographically. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data, including open34

ended survey data that were analyzed inductively in the form of cognitive maps. Open-ended
responses were coded by hand and included a list of themes. The case studies were analyzed one
case at a time. Concepts between the data sources were matrixed, and cross-grade analyses were
conducted in which themes were overlaid. Teachers saw positive characteristics more easily than
negative ones. The study reported that the textbook characteristics “illustrate that teachers often
have preconceived notions about the characteristics of gifted students that are heavily skewed
toward more positive characteristics” (T. R. Moon & Brighton, 2008, p. 456). However, they
were only presented with positive attributes in the survey.
Teachers also noted gender differences in the teacher reporting and that “teachers are
more likely to believe that giftedness is manifested differently among different cultural, racial, or
ethnic groups than across gender” (T. R. Moon & Brighton., 2008, p. 460). Although giftedness
was perceived differently, the potentiality for giftedness was perceived across cultural, racial,
and ethnic groups. One teacher responded that “the potential for academic giftedness is present
in equal proportions in all racial/cultural/ethnic groups in our society” (p. 457), which supports
the assumption made in the introduction of the study that “gifted potential is distributed across
cultural and economic subdivisions of society, and gifted education initiatives are valued as a
means to meet and nurture the gifts of diverse learners” (p. 447).
Another study suggests further research in the area of teacher conceptions of giftedness
because “teachers’ beliefs about giftedness may align with a gifted paradigm, but simply lack the
exposure to research-based writing to express that in the commonly used language of the field,”
and “the attitudes about the nature of giftedness may express a practical approach to
understanding the construct that is being missed by the current state of research in the field”
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(Russell, 2018, p. 293). In this way, the conception of giftedness can be expanded to include the
classroom teachers’ conception of giftedness.
Russell (2018) addressed the inconsistences with teacher conceptions of giftedness by
recognizing the needs of the gifted students and how high-ability students are best supported
through programming and teacher professional learning. Russell further contended that teacher
professional learning about the conception of giftedness is typically offered at the school level,
which may be different from how teachers conceptualize it. Teacher perceptions of giftedness
were examined that included conceptions of giftedness that referred to intelligence, ability, and
creativity as well as attitude towards gifted education that included teacher awareness, advocacy,
and programming (Russell, 2018). The conception of giftedness was categorized by assumptions,
attitudes, and practices. The distinction between assumptions and attitudes follows that
“assumptions” “refer to thoughts on giftedness,” and “attitudes” are “those thoughts about
giftedness” (Russell, 2018, pp. 278-279). These categories are supported by available research
about teachers’ conception of giftedness. For the purposes of the current evaluation, assumptions
and attitudes will be combined to examine giftedness as a concept. Practices are “tools and
procedures for serving gifted learners” (Russell, 2018, p. 279), which include student choice in
classroom assignments and teacher engagement with research in the field of gifted education.
Pedagogical Decision-Making
Pedagogy can be defined as “the act of teaching together with the ideas, values and
beliefs by which that act is informed, sustained and justified” and can be seen “both as a domain
of inquiry and as a practical classroom action” (Alexander, 2008, p. 4). Howard et al. (2018)
describe pedagogy as “the method, practice, and theory of teaching” (p. 857), which is aligned
with Alexander (2008), but further contend that pedagogy includes an element of risk-taking that
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involves thinking and decision-making that lead towards innovation. Pedagogical decisionmaking includes how a teacher thinks to make decisions about the classroom or students and
why those choices were made (Gun, 2014). Pedagogical thinking links the act of teaching with
the educational values and beliefs (Howard et al., 2018). Regarding the current evaluation,
pedagogy includes both the act of teaching, which includes methods and practice, and the theory
of teaching, which includes values and beliefs teachers hold about teaching.
Tsui’s (2003) framework for pedagogical thinking is ideal for the current program
evaluation because it considers the decisions that teachers make and why those decisions were
made. Tsui characterized teachers’ pedagogical thinking as a pre-active phase and an interactive
phase. The pre-active phase includes lesson plan development, which includes lesson goals and
objectives that clearly lay out the purpose of the lesson. Considerations that teachers make in this
phase also focus on materials, resources, and students’ interests and abilities. Regarding the
current evaluation, information about the pre-active phase were collected through teacher
selected lesson plans and a subsequent interview because teachers were asked to reflect on their
actions and the reasons behind them.
Pre-Active Phase of Pedagogical Decision-Making
The pre-active phase provides “a framework for the interactive decisions during the
lesson and the evaluation afterwards” (pp. 23–24). These pre-active decisions are often based on
a teacher’s use of formative and summative data for student learning (Kippers et al., 2018, which
will vary with regard to teacher experience (Tsui, 2003), and what teachers know about their
students (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). Although antecedent data and knowledge were not directly
examined, teachers commented about antecedent factors for making decisions when responding
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to interview questions. The antecedent conditions that pertain to the current program evaluation
include implicit mindset and conceptions of giftedness.
Interactive Phase of Pedagogical Decision-Making
The interactive phase includes decisions made while engaging with students. Teacher
decisions in the interactive phase can be seen as reflective, immediate, or routine (Gun, 2014).
Reflective decisions are those which “involve a great deal of thinking, identifying alternatives
and evaluating possible results. Immediate decisions…are made instantaneously with little time
for considering alternatives and evaluating the outcomes. Routine decisions…are automatic,
made for recurrent situations” (p. 79). The latter two distinctions of interactive decision-making
require teachers to make sense of classroom events and act in response to them. Interactive
decisions are typically made in response to classroom situations, such as a student question or
transition from one activity to the next and can be influenced by the teacher’s mood (Tsui, 2003).
Decisions that are made during student interaction are influenced by antecedent conditions, such
as information about students’ general ability, achievement, and classroom behavior (Shavelson
& Stern, 1981).
Data-Driven Decision Making
A direct example of such influences is the support of data-driven decision making
(DDDM). Important connections can be made between using data to drive decision-making and
other antecedent conditions during the pre-active phase, as they are mostly driven by policy and
its implementation. DDDM also shows how teachers use antecedent conditions to form
instructional decisions about the classroom and students (Datnow et al., 2012). Datnow et al.
(2012) studied the implementation of DDDM policy within four public high schools. The
qualitative study rested on the perspectives of sense-making and co-construction to investigate
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how local agencies interpret and enact policy. Within these perspectives, teachers interpret the
policy based on current knowledge and beliefs and then “enact their interpretations in a way that
creates new practices and ways of thinking” (p. 251). Datnow et al. (2012) found that teacher
implementation was shaped by overlapping district contexts, school contexts, and department
contexts.
The findings suggest that an understanding of policy expectations is not enough for
effective implementation, which Datnow et al. (2012) describe as a technical-rational perspective
that relies on a top-down approach to management. Instead, those who are implementing the
policy, the teachers in this case, need to understand the culture and context of the school or the
program. For example, one teacher commented on using student observation during class
reporting. She observed how students responded to activities and how long it took to complete
assignments to inform her instructional decisions.
Here the significance of formative assessments aligning with a specific goal that the
teacher has for the student emphasizes the need for teachers to understand the culture and context
of their school regarding the program or policy that is being implemented, which includes policy
on educating the gifted and talented. It also highlights “that although data give teachers a picture
of student progress, they do not tell teachers what to do to change their instruction” (Datnow et
al., 2012). The importance of quality and relevant data on which teachers can base their
instructional decisions can also be emphasized (Marsh et al., 2006). Although the current
evaluation will not focus on DDDM directly, the type of data teachers consider in the pre-active
phase regarding conceptions of giftedness and how teachers make pedagogical decisions based
on this information will be directly studied by examining teacher selected lesson plans and will
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be discussed in a semi-structured interview. Teachers will be prompted to reflect on decisions
that they had made during lesson planning and will provide a rationale behind the decisions.
Aside from what data teachers use to form pedagogical decisions, DDDM studies also
highlight how teachers use the data. For example, Marsh et al. (2006) reviewed four studies that
examined individual school improvement strategies based on DDDM. The studies were reviewed
to determine what types of data were being used, how the data was being used, available support
for data use, and factors that influence the use of data for decision-making. The analysis found
that achievement scores were used to set improvement scores and other benchmarks. In one of
the four studies, they found that teachers were using data inconsistently reporting that most of the
variability in implementation was within the schools rather than between (Marsh et al., 2006).
However, what is most relevant to the current program evaluation can be found in the
Directions for Future Research section that indicates “research also needs to better assess the
quality of the decisions educators are making” (Marsh et al., 2006, p. 11). Again, although the
current evaluation did not solely and independently focus on the quality of the pedagogical
decisions, it did factor within the context of the evaluation as the decisions relate to implicit
mindset endorsement and conceptions of giftedness.
Implicit Mindset of Intelligence and Pedagogical Decision-Making
Implicit Mindset and Teacher Feedback. Research suggests that a teacher’s implicit
mindset also plays an influential role in pedagogical decision-making in the way teachers
provide feedback (Dweck, 2000; Rattan et al., 2012; Skipper & Douglas, 2019). Skipper &
Douglas (2019) examined whether teachers gave person or process forms of feedback to students
after the student had received a failing assignment grade. In this study, person praise was
identified by feedback related to a student’s ability and was linked with the entity view. Process
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praise was considered a form of feedback that focused on efforts and was linked with the
incremental view. The findings indicated that the mindset endorsed by the teacher influenced the
type of feedback given following failure. The findings further indicated that teachers were more
likely to give feedback following success than failure and that teachers were more likely to give
process feedback following failure. The link between mindset and the type of praise given has
implications for the current evaluation. The type of praise given can be insightful in making
connections between teacher mindset of intelligence and teacher-student interactions related to
pedagogical decision-making.
Rattan et al. (2012) conducted a study in four parts and revealed a connection between
teacher mindset, the feedback teachers provide, and teachers’ pedagogical views. Participants
were surveyed about what they attributed to the student’s score. Results from Study 1 indicated
that participants who endorsed an entity theory were more likely to attribute failure to the student
not being smart enough in math (Rattan et al., 2012).
Study 2 focused on whether beliefs about the malleability of intelligence also leads to
differential treatment. This study used a manipulated implicit theories of math intelligence scale
and feedback where participants either read an article stating that intelligence was either fixed
(entity) or malleable (incremental) before taking Implicit Mindset of Intelligence questionnaire.
Participants were undergraduates at a public college on the East Coast (n = 95). Participants read
an article that indicated that math intelligence was either fixed or malleable and were then given
the scenario described in the first study of the seventh-grade student receiving a 65% score on a
math test. Participants in the entity condition read that intelligence was fixed. Participants who
were placed in the incremental theory condition read that intelligence was malleable. They were
asked to indicate what feedback they would provide. The second study indicated a causal role
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between the implicit mindset theory and opinion of student ability and subsequent pedagogical
practices. For example, participants in the entity theory condition indicated a preference towards
comfort-oriented strategies that reduced engagement. Pedagogical practices that might reduce
engagement are practices like assigning less homework, providing critical feedback infrequently,
providing comfort to support presumed low ability, and providing high praise for mediocre work
(Dweck et al., 2014; Rattan et al., 2012).
Study 3 focused on participants (n = 41) who were already teaching. It used the survey
and scenario from Study 1 as well as the feedback survey from Study 2. Findings were similar
(replicated) to those in Study 2. Participants who held an entity mindset attributed 30.11% to
lack of math ability, opposed to 20.68% who held an incremental mindset. The researchers found
that participants who held an entity mindset attributed student performance on a single test to
lack of ability and were more likely to use the aforementioned “potentially problematic
pedagogical practices” (Rattan et al., 2012, p. 732).
In Study 4, students completed an online survey in which they were given a scenario that
involved receiving a low grade and included manipulated feedback that was comfort-oriented.
Comfort-oriented feedback focused on strengths and was associated with an entity pedagogical
style as described in the previous two studies. The strategy-oriented feedback provided concrete
suggestions, and the control feedback group contained two statements that were in both the
comfort and strategy feedback scenarios. The students in the comfort feedback scenario reported
a lower perception of teacher expectations and investment, suggesting that “concrete feedback
leads to more positive perceptions of a professor’s expectations and investment” (p. 735).
Findings regarding motivation and final course grade outcomes were similar in that students in
the comfort feedback scenario felt less encouraged and expected to receive a lower grade.
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Studies 2 and 3 showed that entity theorists were more likely to view the student as
having low ability and offered feedback that discouraged engagement with the subject. Study 4
showed how different feedback scenarios influenced students’ own perception of ability. Overall,
the results showed that mindset influences pedagogical practices regarding perceived ability and
expectations.
Implicit Mindset and Pedagogical Beliefs. In another study, Stipek et al. (2001)
examined teacher pedagogical beliefs about teaching math. These beliefs were either traditional
pedagogical beliefs (entity) or inquiry oriented (incremental). Traditional pedagogical beliefs
considered “mathematics as a static body of knowledge, involving a set of rules and procedures
that are applied to yield one right answer” (p. 214). With this viewpoint, mathematical
competency involves knowing the procedures and how to manipulate symbols without
necessarily knowing what the symbols mean. The teacher’s role under this viewpoint is to be in
control of the student learning. In contrast, inquiry-oriented pedagogy considers “mathematics as
a tool for problem solving and a set of cultural understandings that arise out of problem-solving
activity” (Stipek et al., 2001, p. 214). With this viewpoint, mathematics, as a discipline, is
expected to change continually. The teacher’s role within this viewpoint is to facilitate student
learning, with the student in control of his or her learning.
Video tapes of at least two sessions per teacher were coded to characterize teacher
practices. Seven dimensions were developed based on a coding system that characterized
teachers’ practices. The teacher pedagogical beliefs aligned with the entity mindset, which
suggests that teachers associated achievement with grades and that the grades were perceived as
a good motivator for effort. These factors loaded negatively with the second factor loading,
indicating that teachers who endorsed these beliefs enjoyed math less. Teacher beliefs and
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classroom styles were all in the predicted direction; traditional beliefs were associated with
traditional practices and did not change over time.
Dimensions of particular interest to the current evaluation include the degree to which the
teacher emphasized performance outcomes, the degree to which the teacher emphasized speed in
completing tasks, the degree to which the teacher emphasized student effort and conveyed the
message that effort will eventually pay off, and the degree to which the teacher emphasized and
encouraged students to focus on understanding and mastery (Stipek, et al., 2001). Similar
dimensions are expected to emerge from lesson plan and semi-structured interview inductive
analysis.
The aforementioned dimensions, emphasizing performance outcomes or student effort,
further support the current evaluation because they connect pedagogical views with pedagogical
practice. The current evaluation considered pedagogical views in terms of implicit mindset of
intelligence and conceptions of giftedness and looked more acutely at pedagogical practice with
a focus on decision-making. With respect to the current evaluation, pedagogical decision-making
considered whether teachers focus on understanding and mastery of if they emphasize student
effort but included teachers’ rationales explaining why they made the decisions that were made.
Implicit Mindset and Pedagogical Practice. Research also supports pedagogical
decisions regarding instructional delivery (Park et al., 2016; Rattan et al., 2012; Stipek et al.,
2001). Park et al. (2016) compared student data with teacher pedagogical beliefs and practices.
The study was part of a larger, 1-year study that investigated student learning and the teachers’
roles in shaping the learning. Participants included 58 teachers and 424 students from 21
elementary schools (13 public, five charter, three private) from a large urban area. Students were
recruited using an opt-in consent form. Student math achievement was measured using the
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Woodcock-Johnson III Applied Problems (Woodcock et al., 2001). Students’ motivational
frameworks were described in the study as the beliefs about the stability of intelligence and
student preference for easy tasks vs. challenging tasks. The motivational frameworks were either
defined as an entity framework or incremental framework and were measured using a six-item
questionnaire adapted from a previously published student survey (Gunderson et al., 2013).
Teacher-reported instructional practices were measured using an 18-item questionnaire
modified from the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS; Midgley et al., 2000). Teachers’
theories of intelligence were measured using an eight-item questionnaire (Hong et al., 1999).
Teacher’s content knowledge for teaching math was assessed using the Elementary Number
Concepts and Operations subtest of CKT-M (Hill et al., 2004). The researchers hypothesized,
based on previous studies (Blackwell et al., 2007; Rattan et al., 2012; Romero et al., 2014), that
teachers’ mindset would predict student achievement.
Students’ fall motivational framework was positively related to their fall math
achievement. Students with a stronger incremental framework had higher math achievement than
those with a stronger entity framework. Likewise, the spring motivational framework was
positively related to their spring achievement. The fall motivational framework was also
positively related to spring achievement which indicates that an incremental framework was
associated with higher math achievement. (Park et al., 2016). Results indicated a relationship
between teacher mindset and pedagogical practice. Teacher data showed that teachers with
stronger entity mindsets reported higher performance-oriented instructional practices, and those
with stronger incremental mindsets reported higher mastery-oriented instructional practices.
Instructional practices were established with the PALS questionnaire. Performance-oriented
instructional practices included statements like “I give special privileges to students who do the
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best work” and “I encourage students to compete with each other” (Midgley et al., 2000, p. 35).
Mastery-oriented instructional practices included statements like “I make a special effort to
recognize students’ individual progress, even if they are below grade level” and “during class, I
often provide several different activities so that students can choose among them” (p. 34).
Teacher data also showed the more teachers adopted performance-oriented practices, the
more students endorsed an entity mindset, regardless of their fall mindset. On the other hand,
mastery-oriented practices did not predict student mindset at the end of the year. Further, the
mindset teachers endorsed did not predict student mindset; however, the teaching practices
related to the beliefs did influence student mindset as described above. Lastly, there was not a
statistically significant relationship between instructional practice and student growth.
The age of the student participants was cited as one possible factor for the results,
suggesting specific domain mindsets might develop later or that it might take longer than one
year to show progress. It was further suggested that elementary teachers tend to report high
levels of mastery-oriented instructional practices. The student data supports previous mindset
studies (Blackwell et al., 2007; Rattan et al., 2012) indicating a stronger incremental
endorsement is indicative of higher achievement. The teacher data suggest teacher mindset
influences pedagogical practice, which supports earlier studies (Rattan et al., 2012; Stipek et al.
2001). But it also suggests teacher mindset does not relate to student mindset, nor does it predict
student achievement, which is contrary to previous studies (Blackwell et al., 2007; Rattan et al.,
2012). Given the contradictory findings, more research may be needed regarding teacher mindset
and student achievement.
Jonsson et al. (2012) investigated how teacher mindset related to the individual
disciplines teachers taught. In this study, Dweck’s (2000) Theories of Intelligence Scales—
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others form (translated) was administered as well as a rating scale that was used to rate the
credibility of four prominent theories of intelligence. The Cattel-Horn-Carroll theory identifies
fluid intelligence as the ability to reason and adapt to situations and crystallized intelligence as
an accumulation of knowledge. According to this theory, an individual’s fluid intelligence peaks
around late adolescence while crystallized intelligence increases over time. Both crystallized and
fluid intelligences interact with each other and are a function of an individual’s general
intelligence (Horn & Cattell, 1966, 1967). Sternberg’s triarchic theory breaks intelligence into
three categories including analytical, creative, and contextual (Sternberg, 1984). Gardner’s
(1999) theory of multiple intelligences broadens the idea of general intelligence to include eight
intelligences that consist of logical, linguistic, spatial, musical, kinesthetic, naturalist,
interpersonal, and intrapersonal. Finally, the Soviet sociocultural theory considers social and
environmental factors to be significant influences on intelligence (Grigorenko, 2004).
Overall, teachers showed a stronger preference for incremental theories compared to
entity theories. Teachers of language and social sciences differed significantly in favor of the
incremental mindset. However, a strong preference for entity mindset was found among teachers
in math related disciplines. There was not a significant difference between the math/science
disciplines and mindset. Teachers rated the Cattel-Horn-Carroll theory the least credible
compared to Sternberg’s triarchic theory, Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences, and the
sociocultural theory. Teachers’ credibility estimates were significantly higher for sociocultural
theory. Strongest correlations were found between Cattel-Horn-Carroll theory and entity mindset
and between sociocultural theory and incremental mindset.
The findings suggest that teachers from different disciplines could differ in mindset. The
strongest preference for entity mindset was higher among math teachers, which suggests that
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achievement in math is seen more as an innate ability than in other disciplines. The study also
suggests mindset is related to discipline. Implications for the current evaluation exist regarding
how ability and achievement are viewed by teachers who have strengths or preferences for one
discipline over another. Since elementary teachers are typically responsible for teaching all
disciplines, findings from the current evaluation may also be influenced by the discipline to
which teachers are referring throughout data collection. For example, since teachers are
submitting a single lesson, it will be important to note the subject for which lesson plans are
submitted.
Conceptions of Giftedness and Pedagogical Decision-Making
Teacher Assumptions and Pedagogical Decision-Making. Assumptions that teachers
hold influence their pedagogical decision-making and teaching behavior (Shavelson & Stern,
1981). One factor that contributes to assumptions that influence pedagogical decision-making are
cues about students, such as student scores, direct observation, and anecdotal reports from other
teachers. Teachers consider these sources to estimate student aptitude and base their instructional
decisions on these estimates (Borko et al., 1981). In this way, assumptions about individual
students and groups of students guide pedagogical decisions teachers make. By extension,
assumptions teachers make on gifted students or giftedness guide pedagogical decisions related
to gifted instruction.
Teacher assumptions, or thoughts on giftedness, can have a great impact on whether a
student receives services because the classroom teachers are often responsible for referrals for
identification that are based on these assumptions (Carman, 2011; Lee et al., 2004; Miller, 2009;
Siegle et al., 2010; Siegle & Powell, 2004; Subotnik et al., 2011). In a mixed methods
exploratory study, Carman (2011) asked undergraduate and graduate students in education
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classes to describe an imaginary gifted person and fill out a questionnaire asking for more
information about the gifted person they described. Carman (2011) found that both pre- and inservice teachers held stereotypical assumptions about what a gifted student looks like and
behaves like. Lee et al. (2004) found that teachers looked more favorably towards high ability in
athletics than academics when evaluating students, which indicates social influence or
stereotypes exist among teachers. The various stereotypes teachers hold shape social interactions
and impact teacher views about students who are identified gifted and gifted education because
teachers act on these stereotypes, whether or not they are true (Aronson & Steele, 2005).
Other assumptions widely held by teachers include gifted students can self-teach, will be
successful on their own, and gifted programs are elitist (Subotnik et al., 2011). Descriptions of
other stereotypical factors indicate that students with gifts and talents are considered to be
“bookish, nerdy, socially inept, absentminded, emotionally dense, arrogant and unfriendly, and
that they are losers” (Subotnik et al., 2011, p. 10). Implications for the current evaluation
considered the influence of the stereotypes on the conception of giftedness held by classroom
teachers under the assumption that beliefs about the nature of giftedness contribute to the
teacher’s conception of giftedness.
Teacher Experience and Pedagogical Decision-Making. Teacher experience and
professional learning can influence the conception of giftedness and the attitude that teachers
hold towards gifted students (Carman, 2011). Carman (2011) found the more experience a
teacher had the fewer stereotypical thoughts were held. Overall, 78.8% held stereotypical
thoughts including gender, ethnicity, age, learning interests, talents, and use of glasses.
Specifically, 81% of preservice teachers and 70% of in-service teachers held stereotypical
thoughts about four or more of the aforementioned areas (Carman, 2011).
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Summary
The current program evaluation sought to understand teachers’ pedagogical decisionmaking within the context of a gifted program by examining the influence of teachers’ implicit
mindset and conceptions of giftedness. An examination of teachers’ implicit mindset and
conceptions of giftedness showed how implicit mindset contributes to the conception of
giftedness and whether the conception of giftedness aligns with the definition endorsed by the
school district. An alignment between teachers’ conceptions of giftedness and the gifted
program’s operational definition can improve teachers’ ability to make appropriate pedagogical
decisions for gifted learners, thereby increasing program effectiveness by meeting the needs of
students who are identified gifted.
Although the research is not clear whether teachers’ implicit mindset directly influences a
student’s mindset (Park et al., 2016), the research is clear that the mindset the teacher holds
influences how student work is evaluated and the type of feedback that is given (Rattan et al.,
2012; Skipper & Douglas, 2019). There is also a significant amount of research that shows the
positive gains in ability that can be developed with an incremental, or growth, mindset
(Blackwell et al., 2007; Rattan et al., 2012; Romero et al., 2014). Literature stemming from this
suggests that teachers can develop such a mindset in their students.
The review of literature shows there are inconsistences and confusion within gifted
education programs because of varying state policies and district interpretations (Callahan et al.,
2017; Kaul & Davis, 2018; NAGC, 2015). These inconsistencies are expressed by researchers
and scholars in the field. Some researchers describe the variations of conceptions of giftedness
(Callahan et al., 2017; Siegle & Powell, 2004; Subotnik et al., 2011). Others suggest that the
construct is incomplete because it does not include conceptions from classroom teachers and that
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the full construct should consider research-based conceptions as well as field-based conceptions
(Russell, 2018). Both constructs, implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness,
directly influence pedagogical decisions, student achievement, and program effectiveness.
A review of literature about pedagogical decision-making shows that teachers who hold
an entity mindset tend to choose strategies that emphasize performance outcomes (Stipek et al.,
2001). In the same way, teachers who hold an incremental mindset choose strategies that
emphasize a student focus on mastery-oriented outcomes (Park et al., 2016; Stipek et al., 2001).
Studies about data driven decision-making shows what information teachers use to make
decisions and how teachers use this information to make pedagogical decisions (Datnow et al.,
2012; Marsh et al., 2006).
Implicit mindset and conceptions of giftedness impact how teachers perceive
achievement, provide feedback, and evaluate student work. The value teachers place on effort
and grades has implications for how students react to what may be perceived as failure, such as
whether the failure is considered a result of intelligence level or effort level. The value also
reflects expectations that are placed on student achievement and shows that conceptions of the
giftedness construct are also reflected by pedagogical decisions related to such things as
instructional strategies and student recommendations for gifted programming.
The available literature addresses the three constructs individually. A small amount of
literature shows connections between combinations of two of the constructions. However, there
exists a gap in the literature describing how implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of
giftedness influence pedagogical decision-making. An evaluation of decisions teachers made
when planning a lesson and teaching a lesson based on how teachers view intelligence and
giftedness show how the three constructs are integrated.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Evaluation Design Overview
The purpose of the current program evaluation is to investigate the implicit mindset of
intelligence endorsed by general education teachers, teachers’ conceptions of giftedness, and
how these constructs manifest in pedagogical decision-making within the context of a gifted
education program. The evaluation focused on general education teachers from Sunnybrook, an
elementary school within Johnson Public Schools. Findings from the evaluation show how
identified gifted students are served in the general education classrooms at Sunnybrook and
highlight necessary areas for future teacher professional development. The knowledge generated
from this evaluation also indicates what changes, if any, need to be made to program
implementation, such as making different pedagogical decisions related specifically to gifted
learners and specific professional learning for teachers, such as fostering an incremental mindset.
Evaluation Paradigm
The program evaluation followed a pragmatic paradigm methodology (Mertens &
Wilson, 2012). The methodological assumption of the pragmatic paradigm allows researchers to
“match methods to specific questions and purposes of research” (Mertens & Wilson, 2012, p. 91)
and to choose appropriate methods for different situations (Patton, 2002). The pragmatic
paradigm “focuses primarily on data that are found to be useful by stakeholders” (Mertens &
Wilson, 2012, p. 88) and centers the evaluation methods around the evaluation questions.
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The current evaluation was grounded within the pragmatic paradigm because it uses
available resources, such as teacher-produced documents within a specific context of one school
to examine program practice so that the findings can be used by program users, such as general
education teachers. The lesson plans teachers submit provided data about pedagogical decisions
teachers made while planning a lesson which directly addresses the third evaluation question.
Understanding influences on pedagogical decisions provided areas for future teacher professional
learning. The pragmatic paradigm is appropriate for the current evaluation because it allows for
the use of a variety of measures, such as survey data, teacher-created documents, and an
interview to address the evaluation questions within an embedded single-case study design.
Evaluation Approach
The evaluation used a utilization-focused approach because implications can be directly
applied to teacher practice. A utilization-focused evaluation premises that an evaluation’s merit
is based on utility and use, and “therefore, the focus in utilization-focused evaluation is on
intended use by intended users” (Patton, 1997, p. 20). This utilization-focused evaluation
positioned participating teachers as information users who function as a part of the list of
stakeholders, so evaluation findings are relevant to the participating elementary school.
Additionally, the formative nature of the program evaluation followed the knowledgegenerating model, which increases the knowledge base of intended users with regard to program
implementation (Patton, 1997, 2008). Participating teacher users within the program not only
participated as an integral part of data-collection but they are now in a position to utilize the
information the evaluation produced. Knowledge generated by the program evaluation informs
stakeholders, such as general education teachers, building administrators, and the district’s gifted
coordinator about the current planning and instructional practices within the program. Policy
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implementation requires general education teachers' conception of giftedness within a school be
similar and in alignment with the program’s operational definition (Adams, 2018). Also, current
policy states general education teachers make appropriate pedagogical decisions for their gifted
learners, including differentiating curriculum and instruction.
Recommendations based on findings aid participating teachers in effectively contributing
to the gifted education program by increasing their knowledge of the program goals and
objectives related to the delivery of gifted services and reflecting on their pedagogical decisionmaking. For example, during the interview, teachers were asked about decisions made while
developing a teacher-selected lesson plan. Recommendations allow participating teachers to
reflect on and make changes to their own pedagogical decision-making.
Evaluation Design
Several changes to the evaluation design were made because of situations that arose.
Changes to the evaluation design included data sources and data collection. Data analysis was
not affected for measures in Phase 1 and Phase 2; however, the overall cases analysis was
affected. The need for the changes can be ascribed to challenges caused by the COVID-19
pandemic.
COVID-19. Two data sources that were intended for the initial design included
classroom observations and teacher journals. The classroom observations were not feasible
because of the online and hybrid structures of the classes and the resulting class schedules.
Teacher journals were not used because of the responsibility they would add to already
overburdened teachers. Teachers submitted lesson plan instead of the classroom observation and
teacher journals. The requirement of submitting a lesson plan was extended from within 1 year to
within 5 years because of how the COVID-19 pandemic may have influenced pedagogical
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decision-making within the past 2 years. Additional questions were added to the interview
protocol to discuss the lesson plan and to address the interactive phase of pedagogical decisionmaking.
The evaluation was initially designed to follow an instrumental case study design
comparing two schools within the program. However, the initial response rate for both Phase 1
and Phase 2 were low. Because of a low participation rate, permission to address teachers during
a faculty meeting about the benefits of the evaluation as well as the teacher expectations during
Phase 2 of the evaluation was sought and granted. As a result, teachers were addressed during
team planning meetings at Sunnybrook (Appendix B).
Addressing the teachers increased the number of participants in Phase 2 from two to six
for Sunnybrook. Hartdale, which was initially part of the evaluation, did not have any faculty
meetings scheduled during the data collection process. The survey data collected from Hartdale
were eliminated from the evaluation and were not included in the single-case study evaluation
because only five teachers responded to Phase 1 and there were no participants for Phase 2.
Because of the mixed methods design, participants were needed for both Phases. A request to the
district to expand the evaluation to include more elementary schools was denied. Thus, the
evaluation followed an embedded single-case study design. Table 2 shows the total possible
teacher breakdown for each grade level prior to the evaluation. The table data are based on the
2020-2021 school year and include a total of 19 teachers from Sunnybrook and 18 teachers from
Hartdale for a total of 37 teachers.
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Table 2
Teacher Participant Breakdown by Grade for Each School
Grade
2
3
4
5

n Sunnybrook
5
5
4
5

n Hartdale
5
5
4
4

Total
10
10
8
9

Embedded Single-Case Study. A case can be described as a bound system (Yin, 2018)
or unit (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011), such as a school. A case study design involves an in-depth
analysis of one or more cases (Creswell & Creswell, 2018); an embedded single-case study
design uses the analysis to better understand how the embedded subunits, or layers, influence
program quality (Stake, 2003), such as how teacher mindset of intelligence and conceptions of
giftedness influence pedagogical decision-making at Sunnybrook.
Single-Case Description. A single-case study allows for an in-depth view of program
layers which are analyzed to show program worth (Stake, 2003). As program users, classroom
teachers influence how the gifted program is implemented at the classroom level. Figure 3 shows
the single-case design with the embedded units of analysis associated with the evaluation. The
participating school represents the first layer, followed by the teachers as the next layer.
Although teachers are labelled as a unit of analysis, the focus of the evaluation is their implicit
mindset of intelligence, conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making. They are
included in Figure 3 to show how deep the layers go and how the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping
Model is implemented at the classroom level.

56

Figure 3
Embedded Single-Case Study Design

Case Typicality. The case and subunits are chosen because they are either unique in
some way or typical of program implementation (Yin, 2018). Sunnybrook was selected for the
embedded single-case study-designed evaluation because it is representative of a typical school
(Creswell et al., 2018) and represents program implementation as outlined in the Local Plan.
Sunnybrook was also chosen because of the evaluator’s familiarity with the school.
Typicality Regarding Schools. Case typicality can be established by comparing
characteristics of Sunnybrook with those of other PreK-5 schools in Johnson Public Schools
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Data published by the Virginia Department of Education was used
to show case typicality regarding specific school characteristics. The Virginia Department of
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Education publishes School Quality Profiles annually which includes information about schools
related to Accreditation, Assessments, Enrollment, Finance, Learning Climate, Teacher Quality,
ESSA, and School readiness at the district and school levels. Data are typically available for 3
school years including the current year. Of the listed categories, accreditation, enrollment, and
teacher quality will be used to establish typicality. Other categories listed will not be used
because of data availability caused by the COVID-19 pandemic.
For example, assessment data is only available for the 2018–2019 school year because
standardized testing was waived for the 2019–2020 school year. Similar impacts were seen with
the ESSA, Learning Climate, and School Readiness data. Additionally, the state publishes a list
of schools who qualify for Title I funding. Data regarding Title I funding was also used to
establish typicality. There are 33 schools in Johnson Public Schools that serve elementary
students. Of the 33 schools, 24 (73%) are schools that serve prekindergarten through fifth grade,
like Sunnybrook.
Table 3 shows how Sunnybrook compares to the other elementary schools in the district
who serve prekindergarten through fifth grade students. Enrollment and Teacher Quality data
were averaged for the 24 schools (N = 24) and compared with the percentages at Sunnybrook.
Sunnybrook’s percentages are included in the average for the PreK-5 schools. The standard
deviation was calculated to show how the averages were spread.
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Table 3
Comparisons of Sunnybrook and Other PreK–5 Schools
Characteristic
Enrollment

White
Black
Hispanic
Two or more
Asian
American Indian
Native Hawaiian

Sunnybrook
% Enrolled
25.9
38.2
26.4
8.1
1.2
0.2
0
Accredited
Title I
3.4
5.2
0

PreK–5 Schools
%
SD
20
17.72
58.8
24.6
12.45
7.35
6.74
3.34
1.65
1.5
0.34
0.31
0.13
0.22
70
85
3.8
4.77
7.49
5.32
0.43
1.31

Accreditation
Title I Status
Teacher
Out-of-Field
Quality
Inexperienced
Out-of-Field and
Inexperienced
Note. Figures are percent values. SD is based on percent. Percent values in the total column are
only PreK-5 schools and are not representative of the district as a whole.
Based on Table 3, Sunnybrook’s White and Hispanic population is greater than the
district’s average while the African American population is lower. Additionally, 70% or more of
24 schools are accredited, have a high poverty level, and receive Title I funding. These data were
compared with averages from other PreK-5 schools in the district to establish typicality. Except
for those who identified two or more races, Sunnybrook falls within one standard deviation from
the district’s PreK-5 schools. Thus, Sunnybrook can be considered a typical PreK-5 school based
on Enrollment, Accreditation, Title I Status, and Teacher Quality.
Typicality Regarding Program Implementation. Program implementation was also
considered to establish case typicality (Yin, 2018). Sunnybrook follows the Schoolwide Cluster
Grouping Model (Winebrenner & Brulles, 2008) and clusters identified gifted students based on
the student’s area of identification as described in the Local Plan. Students who are identified in
Grades 2-5 are identified in areas of Math, Communication Skills, both Math and
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Communication Skills, or General Intellectual Ability. Although clustering identified students in
the general education classroom is not mandated by the Local Plan, it is highly encouraged based
on current best practices (Brulles & Winebrenner, 2011; Winebrenner & Brulles, 2008).
It is a state mandate that the Local Plan is reviewed every 5 years. During the 2020-2021
school year, Johnson Public Schools collected data from various district and community
stakeholders as part of a process to revise the Local Plan for the Education of the Gifted. Data
was collected by both surveys and focus group transcripts. An open-ended survey was distributed
to all gifted resource teachers within the district (N = 28) as part of a Local Plan for the
Education of the Gifted review process. Raw data from the survey were used to establish
typicality regarding program implementation. Appendix C includes the survey questions that
were used to establish typicality regarding program implementation. The survey remained open
for two weeks and resulted in 15 responses. Of the respondents, seven were elementary gifted
resource teachers, five were secondary gifted resource teachers, and three were both elementary
and secondary gifted resource teachers.
It is important to note that most gifted resource teachers are assigned to more than one
school. Thus, out of the 10 respondents who were either elementary gifted resource teachers or
both elementary and secondary gifted resource teachers, approximately fourteen elementary
schools were represented. About half of the schools which serve elementary students were
represented in the survey since there are 33 which do so. Of the schools represented in the
survey, five schools cluster, as described above, while nine schools do not. Sunnybrook was one
of the five schools which cluster. Although Sunnybrook represents program implementation as
outlined in the Local Plan, the implementation is not typical across the district. Despite the
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atypical program implementation, the school was chosen in this regard because it follows the
Local Plan.
Participants
Participants were recruited and selected in two phases. Participants in Phase 1 of the
evaluation are general education elementary teachers who teach Grades 2–5 (n = 14) because
Grades 2–5 are the grades at which students are clustered within the classrooms. Participants in
Phase 2 of the evaluation are teachers from Phase 1 who also have gifted students in their
classroom (n = 6).
Participant Recruitment for Phase 1
An email was sent to teachers with a description of the evaluation. The email referenced a
brief survey, submission of lesson plans, and a short interview. A link to the implicit mindset of
intelligence survey was included in the email. While taking the survey, participants indicated
whether they would be willing to submit lesson plans and to participate in an interview.
Participant Recruitment for Phase 2
Participants for the second phase were obtained from those who indicated their
participation on the survey and those who agreed to participate during the faculty meeting.
Teachers could withdraw participation at any time. However, no teachers withdrew participation
once the evaluation began. Once the survey data was collected and analyzed, lesson plans were
collected, and semi-structured interviews were conducted with teachers who agreed to participate
further and who taught students who are identified gifted.
Participant Selection for Phase 1
Participants were selected in two phases. First, general education elementary teachers
who teach Grades 2–5 were asked to take a survey, thus creating a convenience sample from
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within the participating school. Convenience sampling involves sampling from a population
those willing participants “who are available, volunteer, or can be easily recruited” (Johnson &
Christensen, 2017, p. 573). The process included convenience sampling for the quantitative
portion (N = 19) since all general education elementary teachers within the participating school
chose whether to participate. The survey also included teacher data about teaching experience,
the grade that is taught, and the number of identified gifted students in the class.
Participant Selection for Phase 2
General education elementary school teachers were also asked if they were willing to
submit a lesson plan and to participate in an interview that will include interview questions about
conceptions of giftedness, beliefs about intelligence, and experience in developing a specific
lesson that they taught. Participants for the qualitative portion of the evaluation included teachers
who agreed to participate with the qualitative portion of the evaluation and who indicated they
teach at least one identified gifted student in their class. The criteria included teachers who teach
grades two through five. Thus, purposeful criterion sampling will be used for the qualitative
portion (Patton, 2002). Purposive sampling is used for explorative case study designs (Fitzpatrick
et al., 2011). Criterion sampling is a form of purposive sampling that chooses participants “that
meet some predetermined criterion of importance” (Patton, 2002, p. 238), such as a teacher
teaching at least one gifted student in their class. Teachers who do not teach at least one
identified gifted student were not selected for the qualitative portion of the evaluation.
Data Sources
A qualitatively driven, sequential exploratory mixed methods design was incorporated
(Johnson & Christensen., 2017). The mixed methods evaluation included quantitative data in the
form of a survey and qualitative data in the form of teacher-selected lesson plans and semi62

structured interviews. The qualitative data were complementary to the quantitative data because
the qualitative data added dimensions regarding conceptions of giftedness and pedagogical
decision-making to the quantitative data collected about implicit mindset of intelligence
(Johnson & Christensen, 2017).
Quantitative Data
Implicit Mindset of Intelligence Survey. Quantitative data were used to answer the first
evaluation question, which included the Implicit Mindset of Intelligence Scale created by Carol
Dweck (2000; Appendix D). The Implicit Mindset of Intelligence Scale provided quantitative
data about whether teachers view intelligence as an entity or incremental trait. Data from the
Implicit Mindset of intelligence scale were used to answer the first evaluation question: What
implicit mindsets on intelligence are held by elementary teachers? An entity mindset refers to
teachers who view intelligence as a fixed or limited trait. An incremental mindset refers to
teachers who view intelligence as a developing trait that can show levels of growth. Participants
responded using a 6-point Likert scale: 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Mostly Agree), 4
(Mostly Disagree), 5 (Disagree), and 6 (Strongly Disagree).
The survey included eight items, four of which were geared towards entity theorists and
four that addressed incremental theory. For this survey, the fixed, entity items were one through
four, and the incremental items were five through eight. For example, “No matter who you are,
you can significantly change your intelligence level” and “Your intelligence is a part of you that
you can’t change very much.” The survey will provide cross-sectional data about entity and
incremental views held by teachers. The Implicit Mindset of Intelligence Scale has a reliability
rate of α = .94-.98 (Dweck et al., 1995).
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It is important to know teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence first because implicit
mindset of intelligence drives instructional decisions (Skipper & Douglas, 2019), expectations
(Stipek et al., 2001), and implicit bias (Fives & Buehl, 2012), which includes how identified
gifted students are viewed. Additionally, three semi-structured interview questions focused on
results from the survey.
Qualitative Data
Qualitative data were used to answer all three evaluation questions. Sources of data
include teacher-selected lesson plans and semi-structured interviews (Appendix E). These data
allowed an examination of teachers’ mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness that
influence their pedagogical decision-making. The data also contributes to a conceptual use of the
findings by increasing stakeholder knowledge.
Teacher Selected Lesson Plans. The teacher selected lesson plans provided qualitative
data about pedagogical decisions teachers made during the pre-active phase of pedagogical
decision-making. The third evaluation question (How do elementary teachers’ implicit mindset
of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness manifest in pedagogical decision-making?) was
answered by analyzing data from the semi-structured interviews and teacher-selected lesson
plans. The school district wherein the participating school under evaluation is located require
teachers to prepare daily lesson plans for every lesson delivered to students. A lesson plan
template is included in Appendix F. Teachers were asked to select and submit a recent lesson
plan, taught within the past 5 years, they felt reached the needs of their identified gifted students.
Lessons must have included clear learner objectives, direct instruction with questions for higher
level thinking and deep learning, a guided practice activity, independent practice activities, and a
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formative assessment. The lesson plan submission included a plan for a single lesson and any
accompanying activity or assessment.
Teacher Interview. Interviews followed a semi-structured format. Semi-structured
interviews include main interview questions that each participant is asked as well as optional
follow up interview questions that the evaluator may ask depending on the situation (Mertler,
2017). First, the semi-structured interview focused on conceptions of giftedness for each
participant by asking directly about assumptions and attitudes regarding giftedness. Then, the
semi-structured interview elaborated on the mindset of intelligence scale by asking teachers how
their decisions can be attributed to their beliefs about intelligence when developing a lesson.
Interview questions did not directly refer to mindset to avoid asking leading interview questions
and to limit response bias (Patton, 2002). Lastly, the semi-structured interview questions related
to pedagogical decision-making and highlighted the decisions that teachers made as well as how
the decisions were made. In this way, teacher responses about giftedness and pedagogical
practice could be authentically connected to teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence.
The second evaluation question, what are elementary teachers’ conceptions of giftedness?
Was answered primarily with data from the semi-structured interviews. Examples of interview
questions include: “How would you describe the abilities of gifted students?” and “In general,
how quickly do your gifted students seem to grasp new content compared to students who are not
identified?” The semi-structured interview questions related to conceptions of giftedness were
based on two recent studies that examined the teacher’s perception of giftedness (Allen, 2017;
Russell, 2018). Like the current evaluation, Allen (2017) focused on perceptions of giftedness of
elementary school teachers. Although Allen focused on the role conceptions of giftedness had on
referring English language learners, the interview questions which focused on why and how
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teachers made choices about referring students have implications for the current evaluation
because they focus on teachers’ decisions about students that are based on conceptions of
giftedness. Interview questions adapted from Allen include “What is your experience working
with gifted learners?” and “How do you make decisions about students you refer for evaluation
for gifted and talented programming?” (p. 84).
The semi-structured interview questions about conceptions of giftedness were also based
on a study which examined high school teachers’ perceptions of giftedness and gifted
programming (Russell, 2018). Although the focus was on high school teachers, the interview
questions are applicable for the current evaluation because they highlight both the conceptions of
giftedness held by teachers and their views of gifted programming. Interview questions adapted
from Russell include “In your own words, can you define giftedness, In your own words, what
does giftedness mean, Describe your thoughts on the following statement: Giftedness, or being
gifted, refers to certain natural abilities that some people are just born with,” and “Describe your
thoughts on the following statement: Differentiating instruction for individualized learning is the
most difficult part of gifted education” (pp. 298-299). They also mirror Neumeister and Burney’s
(2012) master list of structured interview questions for gifted program evaluation, which are
directly related to the NAGC Gifted Programming Standards (Johnsen, 2012).
The semi-structured interview questions that relate to pedagogical decision-making
provided data about what decisions teachers made about their students. The portion of the
interview allowed participants to explain decisions that were made while planning a lesson.
Mixed Methods
The data sources, taken together, provide insight into patterns of implementation across
the program. These patterns suggest where there is alignment with the program goals and the
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pedagogical decisions that teachers make (Patton, 2008). Although the quantitative and
qualitative data were collected sequentially, they were interpreted together and validated through
triangulation (Johnson & Christensen, 2017). The data highlighted the decisions that teachers
made as well as how the decisions were made. In this way, the data added insight to the
connection between implicit mindset of intelligence, conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical
decision-making. Table 4 shows the triangulation of data as the data sources relate to the
evaluation questions. These data indicate how the two constructs, implicit mindset of intelligence
and conceptions of giftedness, might influence pedagogical decision-making.
Table 4
Triangulation Matrix of Data Sources
Evaluation Question

Data Source(s)

1. What implicit mindset of intelligence
are held by elementary teachers?

Survey

Teacher-selected
lesson plans

2. What are elementary teachers’
conceptions of giftedness?

Teacher selected
lesson plans

Semi-structured
Interview

3. How do elementary teachers’
implicit mindset of intelligence and
conceptions of giftedness manifest in
pedagogical decision-making?

Teacher selected
lesson plans

Semi-structured
Interview

Semi-structured
interview

Note. Adapted from Action research: A guide for the teacher researcher by G. E. Mills, 2018,
Pearson.

Data Collection for Phase 1
Quantitative data and qualitative data were collected sequentially (Johnson &
Christensen, 2017). Data were collected in two phases. First, a survey was administered to
general education elementary teachers who teach Grades 2–5. The purpose of the first phase was
to establish the current implicit mindset of intelligence teachers hold at Sunnybrook. Data
collection began with a survey that answered the first evaluation question about mindset of
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intelligence and included information about grades that were taught, the number of identified
gifted students in the classroom, teaching experience at the school site, and total teaching
experience. Additionally, teachers included their name and email address on the survey. The
survey also included an option for teachers to participate in the second phase of data collection.
Teacher Survey
The initial survey was distributed via email with a link to access Qualtrics, which is an
online survey software package. Surveys were open for 3 weeks. A reminder email was sent out
to invited participants after 1 week and again after 2 weeks. The survey was offered to general
education teachers in Grades 2–5. Survey responses revealed teacher mindset of intelligence (n =
14). The scales were self-reported and reflected a cross-sectional view of current beliefs about
intelligence.
Data Collection for Phase 2
Then, teachers who agreed to participate with the qualitative portion of the evaluation
submitted a lesson plan. Lastly, the same teachers who submitted lesson plans participated in an
interview. The purposes of the second phase were to collect teacher data regarding beliefs about
intelligence, conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making. Data collection
continued with qualitative data sources for all teachers who met the criteria of teaching identified
gifted students in grades two through five. Qualitative data sources include teacher selected
lesson plans and individual teacher interviews.
Teacher Selected Lesson Plans
Teacher selected lesson plans were collected prior to conducting the interviews because
interview questions referred directly to the lesson plans. Lesson plans were uploaded to
individual, secured folders located on Google Drive. Teacher participants were asked to select a
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lesson plan to submit they felt met the needs of the identified gifted students in their classroom.
Teachers were given a lesson plan template distributed by the district to use to outline their
lesson. The district template that was provided was for a single daily lesson. However,
elementary teachers at Sunnybrook plan weekly lessons, using the same lesson plan components.
Thus, five out of the six teachers submitted weekly lesson plans for analysis. Participants
submitted the lesson plan and any associated activity or assessment, including power point slides
that were used. In some cases, assessments were referenced in the lesson plan, but were
administered online. These assessments were not part of the data collection. Teacher lesson plans
were collected from the same participants who were interviewed to tie in pedagogical decisions
related to mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness.
Teacher Interview
Interviews were conducted with six general education classroom teachers and took place
within a 2-week time period. A 2-week time period provided enough time to schedule the
individual interviews around the teachers’ schedules. Interviews lasted 29–37 minutes.
Interviews were conducted via Zoom. The Zoom meetings were recorded which automatically
generated a transcript. The recordings were compared against the transcriptions for accuracy.
The interview transcripts were then emailed to each participant to review for accuracy (Mertler,
2017). All six participants responded to the member check indicating that transcripts accurately
represented the conversation.
Data were kept securely in cloud-based storage with pseudonyms and were password
protected. Survey data were collected and stored securely using Qualtrics software. Only the
evaluator had full access to the participant files on Google Drive. Participants had access to their
own folder. Google Drive cloud-based folders are restricted to only those with permission to
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access the folders. Digital files were also maintained on the evaluator’s password-protected
computer.
Permissions were established so that participants only had access to their individual
secured folder. Interview recordings were secured on a password-protected computer or webbased storage, remained confidential, and were erased at the conclusion of the evaluation.
Transcripts of the semi-structured interviews were securely stored electronically on the Google
Drive cloud-based folders during the evaluation. Transcripts and teacher documents will be
removed from the Google Drive and stored on the password-protected hard drive of the
evaluator’s computer for 5 years afterward. Transcripts and teacher documents may be stored on
the hard drive longer if additional publications emanate from the evaluation. Any hard copies
were locked in a file cabinet. Hard copies that were produced were destroyed at the end of the
evaluation.
Data Analysis
Data were analyzed sequentially. First, quantitative data from the Implicit Mindset of
Intelligence Scale were analyzed so information from the survey can be referenced in the semistructured interview. Second, qualitative data were analyzed using In Vivo Coding a first cycle
coding method. Pattern Coding was used for the second cycle coding method (Saldaña, 2016).
Table 5 shows the methods for data collection and analysis.
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Table 5
Evaluation Questions and Methods
Evaluation Question

Data Sources

Data Analysis

1. What implicit mindsets of
intelligence are held by general
education elementary teachers?

Implicit Mindset of Intelligence
Survey (all classroom teachers
in Grades 2-5), Semi-structured
interview (criterion sampled
participants)

Descriptive data analysis

2. What are general education
elementary teachers’ conceptions of
giftedness?

Semi-structured interview
(criterion sampled participants)

First cycle coding (In Vivo
Coding), Second Cycle coding
(Pattern Coding)

3. How do general education
elementary teachers’ implicit
mindset of intelligence and
conceptions of giftedness manifest
in pedagogical decision-making?

Teacher selected lesson plans/
Semi-structured interview
(criterion sampled participants)

First cycle coding (In Vivo
Coding), Second cycle coding
(Pattern Coding)

What implicit mindset of intelligence are held by general education elementary teachers?
Evaluation question one was answered primarily with the quantitative data from the
survey. The survey data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. The descriptive data were
analyzed using Microsoft Excel, which produced a mean and standard deviation. Responses were
averaged for each participant to show whether participants hold the entity theory (1-3.5) or the
incremental theory (3.51-6). The Likert scale was reversed for the incremental items (1 becomes
a 6, 2 becomes a 5, etc.) so that they could be averaged with the entity item statements.
Participants with an average of 1.0-3.5 were considered to hold an entity mindset. Participants
with an average of 3.51- 6.0 were considered to hold an incremental mindset. Results were
reported collectively for the total participants and for the individual teachers. Local reliability
data was calculated (α = .92) because it is not possible to know how the characteristics of the
participants in the Dweck et al. (1995) study (α = .94-.98) compare to the characteristics of the
participants in the current evaluation (Johnson & Christensen, 2017). Conclusions were drawn
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from Sunnybrook’s teachers’ regarding implicit mindset of intelligence. Although the first
evaluation question was answered primarily quantitively, teachers also commented on their
implicit mindset, or views of intelligence rating, during the interview.
What are general education elementary teachers’ conceptions of giftedness?
The second evaluation question was answered with data from the semi-structured
interview. These data were examined through inductive analysis, which were used to capture a
holistic perspective (Mertler, 2017) and to ensure that all important details are pulled from the
data (Azungah, 2018). Inductive analysis was used to interpret interview data regarding teachers’
conceptions of giftedness. Qualitative data analysis included a first cycle that analyzed the
transcripts using In Vivo Coding as a first cycle coding method (Saldaña, 2016). In Vivo Coding
focuses on the words that are transcribed and allows for a deeper understanding of the
participant’s voice (Saldaña, 2016). The In Vivo Coding provided several themes represented by
participant voices.
How do general education elementary teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence and
conceptions of giftedness manifest in pedagogical decision-making?
The third evaluation question focused on the pedagogical decisions that teachers made
and was answered primarily through teacher-selected lesson plans and semi-structured
interviews. Inductive analysis was used to interpret lesson plan and interview data regarding
what implicit mindsets of intelligence are held by teachers, their conceptions of giftedness, and
pedagogical decisions that are made. Lesson plan data were analyzed inductively using In Vivo
Coding. The lesson plans were also a point of discussion during the semi-structured interview.
The lesson plan data were used to interpret what decisions teachers made during the pre-active
phase of pedagogical decision-making. The interview data were used to interpret why certain
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decisions were made during both the pre-active phase and interactive phase of pedagogical
decision-making and how these decisions were influenced by implicit mindset of intelligence and
conceptions of giftedness.
Pattern Coding was used for the second cycle coding method. Pattern coding is used to
identify emergent themes and condenses codes developed from first cycle coding by organizing
first cycle codes “into a smaller number of categories, themes, or concepts” (Saldaña, 2016, p.
236). Common themes across participants can be developed using Pattern Coding as a second
cycle coding method. Conclusions will be drawn from the analysis of the teacher data from the
participating school about how pedagogical decision-making is influenced by teachers’ implicit
mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness.
Single-Case Analysis
Data collected from the evaluation and subsequent analysis highlighted the influence of
teachers’ implicit mindset and conceptions of giftedness on pedagogical decision-making.
Teachers’ pedagogical decision-making were evaluated so that data could be drawn from the
participating school about how the academic needs of the gifted students were met within the
general education classroom. According to the Local Plan, the needs of the gifted students can
best be met when students are clustered as with the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model
(Winebrenner & Brulles, 2008). Brulles and Winebrenner (2011) maintain that identified gifted
students should be clustered in the general education classroom, which is cited and described in
the Local Plan.
Therefore, conclusions about program implementation regarding clustering identified
gifted students in the general education classroom were drawn from the teacher data relating to
implicit mindset of intelligence, conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making.
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The qualitative data were collected from teachers who teach classes with gifted students. The
data were analyzed collectively from each teacher to show patterns existing across Sunnybrook.
Data collected from each teacher was also analyzed individually to show patterns existing
between the two mindsets.
Delimitations
There were two major delimitations to the evaluation. First, the evaluation was confined
to one elementary school within one school district during the spring 2021 semester. This limits
the number of participants who were purposefully and conveniently sampled. This limitation is
deliberate because of the single-case study design. Therefore, results will not be able to be
generalized beyond the participating school. However, other schools may benefit from the
implications of the study, including the specific discussions that materialize from the evaluation.
The second delimitation relates to the focus of the evaluation. The data were collected to
determine the implicit mindset of intelligence that teachers endorse, the conceptions that teachers
have about giftedness, and how these constructs influence pedagogical decision-making when, in
fact, other factors may also be involved when making pedagogical decisions. For example,
administrator requests, physical limitations of the classroom, and available resources, including
time, may also influence pedagogical decisions that teachers make.
Limitations
The timing of the program evaluation is a limitation. Since the interviews were not
conducted over an extended period of time, the data serve as a “snapshot” of current teacher
mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness and do not reveal any development that
teachers may have otherwise made during the process of the evaluation or over time. Although
part of the evaluation design, the small population from which the participant sample is obtained
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may have resulted in limited variability between participant responses because of teachers’
shared experiences. For example, teachers may have shared or discussed ideas before the
evaluation or attended similar professional learning opportunities. To the contrary, teacher
awareness of variations in state and local policy and values related to gifted education may also
serve as a limitation.
COVID-19 Impact
The COVID-19 pandemic further limited the evaluation. Classroom observations, for
example, are significant sources of data relating to educational program evaluations and are
typically used in a case study design (Yin, 2018). Classroom observations were not feasible
because of the online and hybrid model that the district employed and therefore the case analysis
is not as in-depth as it could have been.
Teacher journals are another data source that were considered for the evaluation because
they allow teachers to reflect on their practice and would have provided a point of view oriented
by the teachers’ voices and feelings (Mills, 2018). Data from teacher journals could have
provided a rich source of information related to teachers’ pedagogical decision-making that
interviews alone could never achieve. Instead of classroom observations and teacher journals,
teachers were asked to submit lesson plans. The lesson plans were used to collect data regarding
the pre-active phase of pedagogical decision-making. Interview questions were added to the
interview protocol to collect data regarding the interactive phase of pedagogical decisionmaking.
The COVID-19 pandemic also impacted the participation rate as many teachers were
already overburdened with additional tasks emanating from the switch from teaching exclusively
online at home to a hybrid model in the school building. This change included concurrently
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teaching students face-to-face and via Zoom. The low response rate affected one school more
than the other. As a result, data from one school was eliminated from the evaluation.
Additionally, the evaluation design was modified from a case study comparing two cases to an
embedded single-case study design. This offered a more in-depth analysis of one school but
prevented valuable findings that would have been obtained by comparing the two schools.
Assumptions
It was assumed all participants provided open and honest responses to the interview
questions and survey items. Teachers’ decision-making is influenced by demands on their time
from administration, other teachers, students, and parents. For this reason, it is assumed that the
measures will capture data to draw conclusions about the gifted program. The latter assumption
is underscored by the assumption that teachers have some understanding of gifted education. It is
also assumed that data obtained from the school will be representative of the school environment
regarding the program evaluation.
Ethical Considerations
Evaluator bias is a factor for the current evaluation because the evaluator worked in the
school under evaluation, has advanced knowledge and opinions about the teacher participants
who were reviewed, and works for the district where the evaluation is taking place. The
formative nature of the evaluation and the narrowed focus on teachers as program users
minimizes evaluator bias to some degree because the focus was not on how well the program is
doing but rather what is happening within the program. To further minimize evaluator bias, the
evaluator made sure teacher participants were clear about the intentions of the evaluation, what
was evaluated, how data would be collected, and what would be done with the information.
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To minimize evaluator bias during Phase 1, columns in Excel which contained
identifying information were hidden. This included both names, email addresses, and
pseudonyms so only the survey data was visible. Additionally, Cronbach’s α was calculated to
establish reliability of the survey (Johnson & Christensen, 2017). Once data for Phase 1 were
analyzed, identifying information was made visible so views on intelligence could be discussed
during the interview.
To minimize bias during Phase 2 only pseudonyms were included when transcripts were
uploaded into Dedoose. This provided complete anonymity regarding data analysis. Further, the
use of In Vivo coding as the initial coding method, which can “capture the meanings inherent in
people’s experience” (Saldaña, 2016, p. 106), allowed the analysis to include what was said
without the need to interpret language and nuance. Direct quotations were reported out to add
context of what was said during the interviews. Teacher names were replaced with pseudonyms
once lesson plans were submitted. Lesson plans were analyzed separately from the interviews;
however, during the interviews, teachers discussed choices made while planning the lesson.
Evaluator Description
The evaluator has been an itinerant gifted resource teacher in Johnson Public Schools
since September 2015 and received specialized professional learning in gifted education prior to
working as a gifted resource teacher. The evaluator served at six elementary schools throughout
the district over a 5-year period. This includes placement at Sunnybrook between September
2017 and June 2020 preceded by placements at four other schools. The other four schools were
not chosen for the evaluation because of a lesser degree of familiarity with current program
implementation compared with the chosen school due to elapsed time between placements.
Current placement of the evaluator includes two secondary schools within the same district.
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The gifted resource teacher responsibilities related directly to the evaluated aspects of the
delivery of gifted services include collaborative planning with general education teachers and
providing professional development about behavioral characteristics of students with gifts and
talents and about the gifted identification process. Other responsibilities related to the job
description that are not related to the evaluation include conducting enrichment pull-outs with
identified gifted groups. The former responsibilities are related because they may influence
teacher conceptions of giftedness while the latter are not related because the evaluation focused
on the general education teachers’ pedagogical decision-making and not the gifted resource
teacher’s pedagogical decision-making. In other words, general education classroom teachers’
pedagogical decision-making influences the implementation of the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping
Model while the gifted resource teacher’s pedagogical decision-making influences the
enrichment pull out program, which is not what is being evaluated.
Evaluator-Participant Relationship
The evaluator has had a working relationship as the former gifted resource teacher within
the participating schools and is familiar with how the gifted program is implemented within each
school. During the evaluation, the evaluator’s role of participant as observer was identified by
the active role of the evaluator in conducting the semi-structured interviews and other activities
that interact with the participants, such as conducting member checks (Mertler, 2017).
Although historically teacher retention is not a specific issue at Sunnybrook, there were
three teachers who had transferred to other schools within the district, have resigned, or who
have retired. This left a potential of 16 teachers from Sunnybrook who could have worked with
the evaluator. The total number of teacher participants was expected to remain the same.
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Positionality
The evaluator of this program evaluation was assigned to the participating school
between September 2017 and June 2020. As a result, participants of the evaluation already have
a standing, working trust with the evaluator. This includes thirteen participants from Phase 1 and
six participants from Phase 2. The evaluator no longer works at the school under evaluation.
One Phase 1 participant from Sunnybrook had not worked with the evaluator and may not
have been as familiar with program implementation at the school site participating with the
evaluation compared to teachers who have worked at the school previously. All Phase 2
participating teachers from Sunnybrook previously worked with the evaluator.
Utility Standards. Utility refers to the value and quality of the program evaluation and
relates evaluation findings to stakeholder needs (Yarbrough et al., 2011). The evaluator’s
perceptions are shaped by experiences. Thus, bias plays an inevitable role in analyzing findings
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). This is especially true with an internal evaluation because the
evaluator has an interest in the program under evaluation. Bracketing the evaluator’s personal
values, assumptions, and biases which are related to experience allows findings to be analyzed
aside from the evaluator’s perceptions (Patton, 2002). Bracketing was especially important
during data analysis. It was important to focus on the data collected and not consider previous
interactions with students or conversations.
My perceptions of gifted education within the context of the program evaluation and my
interest in evaluating implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness have been
shaped by my experiences with the program under evaluation. As a gifted education resource
teacher, I was responsible for testing student eligibility for the program, pulling identified gifted
students for enrichment opportunities, and working with teachers regarding professional learning
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teachers about the nature of giftedness, gifted education, and to use instructional best practices in
gifted education. As an itinerant teacher, I have consequently served six elementary schools over
a 5-year time frame and have observed how variations in mindset of intelligence and conceptions
of giftedness have influenced program implementation and teacher pedagogy.
Propriety Standards. Propriety relates to issues of participant ethics and evaluator
responsibility towards conducting a fair and just evaluation (Yarbrough et al., 2011). To protect
participants in the evaluation and stakeholders of the program and to make sure that propriety
standards are met, an informed consent form was obtained from each teacher who agreed to
participate. The form described the purpose of the study and the participant’s role in it (Appendix
G). Teachers had the option to participate or not participate, without repercussions. Further, the
letter stated that participants can withdraw participation at any time, without repercussions.
Teacher names were kept confidential, and pseudonyms were used when appropriate.
Because of the nature and design of the study, there were no foreseeable conflicts of
interest between the stakeholder participants, other stakeholders, and the evaluator. However,
one conflict of interest arose during the evaluation. The evaluator is a Local Plan committee
member. The committee was established during the summer of 2020. The committee was tasked
with reviewing and revising the Local Plan for the Education of the Gifted which is mandated by
the state to occur every 5 years.
During the evaluation, the evaluator conducted several focus groups with various
stakeholders including central administrators, principals, teachers, students, and community
members. None of participants from the current evaluation participated with the focus groups.
Nonetheless, implications from the evaluation may be used to inform the Local Plan revision.
Further, although data collected as a local plan committee member were not used for analysis in
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the current study, data collected from the schools were used to indicate Sunnybrook’s typicality
within the district and shaped at least one recommendation.
Feasibility Standards. Feasibility refers the degree to which the evaluation is effective
and efficient (Yarbrough et al., 2011). Overall, data collection for the evaluation took 5 weeks to
conduct, providing 3 weeks for survey responses and 2 weeks to collect lesson plans and conduct
interviews. The survey was anticipated to take a maximum of 10 minutes for stakeholders to
complete. Some teachers completed the survey in as little as 3 minutes. Once started, the survey
expired after 7 days. There was one participant whose survey expired which resulted in the
maximum amount of time of 7 days to take the survey. Interviews were scheduled outside of
school hours and at the convenience of the participants. Interviews lasted 29–37 minutes.
Accuracy Standards. Accuracy refers to methods employed to increase the accuracy of
the findings and implications on which the recommendations are based (Yarbrough et al., 2011).
Audio data and digital files were maintained on the evaluator’s password-protected computers or
cloud-based storage. Audio recordings were deleted at the conclusion of the evaluation. A
member check was conducted following the interviews in which participants were asked to
review the accuracy of the transcripts (Mertler, 2017). Memoing was used throughout the
evaluation process to record insights and reflection on data (Johnson & Christensen, 2017) and to
connect the data analysis and conclusions.
A letter of support was obtained from the Coordinator of Gifted Services, the Executive
Director of Curriculum and Instruction, and both school building principals. The proposal was
submitted to William & Mary’s Institutional Review Board once approved by the committee. An
approval request was submitted again before principals were contacted about meeting with
teachers and to add a week to Phase 1 data collection. A third approval request was made to
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change the design from a case study design with two cases to a single-case study design. An
application for conducting research was submitted to the school district’s Assessment, Research,
and Accountability department along with the proposal signed by the dissertation committee,
IRB approval from William & Mary, and the aforementioned letters of support.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
The purpose of this mixed methods program evaluation was to examine how elementary
classroom teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness influence their
pedagogical decision-making within the context of the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model at
the classroom levels. Chapter 4 provides an overview of the findings from the evaluation and is
organized by evaluation question. Data for the evaluation were collected from February 10,
2021, through March 31, 2021. Findings from both the quantitative and qualitative data
collection for the evaluation and how these data were integrated are described in this chapter.
Participant Flow
Data were collected in two phases. Phase 1 included a quantitative survey which included
demographic data and the Implicit Mindset of Intelligence Scale (Dweck, 2000). Phase 2
included lesson plans teachers submitted and teacher interviews. The interview was divided into
three sections and aimed to answer all three evaluation questions:
1. What implicit mindset of intelligence are held by general education elementary
teachers?
2. What are general education elementary teachers’ conceptions of giftedness?
3. How do general education elementary teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence and
conceptions of giftedness manifest in pedagogical decision-making?
Table 6 shows the total possible teacher breakdown for each grade level prior to the
evaluation and the number of teachers who participated in each phase of the evaluation. The
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table data are based on the 2020-2021 school year and include a total of 19 teachers from
Sunnybrook.
Table 6
Teacher Participant by Grade and Phase
Grade
2

N
5

n Phase 1
5

n Phase 2
2

3

5

3

2

4

4

3

0

5

5

3

2

Table 6 shows 14 general education teachers in Grades 2–5 from Sunnybrook responded to the
survey resulting in a response rate of 74% (N = 19). Six general education teachers from Phase 1
also participated in Phase 2.
Phase 1 Quantitative Findings
Demographic Data
The teacher survey asked teachers about their total years of teaching experience and
teaching experience at the current school. Table 7 shows the descriptive statistics regarding
teacher experience.
Table 7
Participant Teaching Experience
Teaching
History
Career Total

n
14

Minimum
3

Maximum
40

M
20.33

SD
10.4

Sunnybrook

14

1

14

6.67

3.58

Note. Measured in years
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Demographic data were collected to describe teacher experience within the context of the singlecase evaluation. These data indicate teachers at Sunnybrook have a mean of 20.33 total years of
experience in the profession. Teacher participants have a mean of 6.67 years of experience
teaching at Sunnybrook and, by extension, the gifted education program.
Teachers were also asked about the number of gifted students in their classroom to
determine in which classrooms the clusters were located. Four teachers reported 6–10 gifted
students in their class, which qualify as gifted clusters. Three teachers reported three gifted
students in their class. Two teachers did not have any gifted students in their class.
Implicit Mindset of Intelligence
The indicator for the first evaluation question was the Implicit Mindset of Intelligence
Scale (Dweck, 2000). Table 8 shows the descriptive statistics for each item of the Implicit
Mindset of Intelligence Survey.
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Table 8
Itemized Mindset of Intelligence Scale
Item
You have a certain amount of intelligence,
you can't really do much to change it.

n
14

Min
1

Max
5

M
2.33

SD
1.30

Your intelligence is something about you
that you can't change very much.

14

1

5

2.33

1.30

To be honest, you can't really change how
intelligent you are.

14

1

5

2.33

1.16

You can learn new things, but you can't
really change your basic intelligence.

14

1

5

2.33

1.16

You can always substantially change how
intelligent you are.

14

2

6

3.67

1.24

No matter how much intelligence you have,
you can always change it quite a bit.

14

2

6

3.67

1.24

You can change even your basic
intelligence level considerably.

14

2

5

3.67

0.996

No matter who you are, you can
14
significantly change your intelligence level.
Note. Incremental items are not reverse ordered.

2

6

3.67

1.29

The data in Table 8 indicate that respondents were slightly more agreeable to the
incremental items than the entity items, although they have similar ranges. Table 9 shows the
descriptive statistics for the Mindset of Intelligence Scale with the entity items reverse ordered to
show which implicit mindset was endorsed.
Table 9
Mindset of Intelligence Scale
Mindset
Implicit

n
14

Min
2.5

Max
5.88

M
4.17

SD
1.01

Entity

5

2.5

3.5

3.03

0.42

Incremental
9
4
5.88
4.68
Note. Maximum and minimum are averages of a 6-point Likert scale

0.59
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The data in Table 9 shows that more teachers hold an incremental mindset than an entity
mindset. Nine teachers at Sunnybrook hold an incremental mindset and five hold an entity
mindset with an overall mean of 4.17. Teachers with an entity mindset range from 2.5 to 3.5 out
of a 6-point Likert scale. Teachers who hold an incremental mindset range from 4 to 5.88 using
the reversed order of the same 6-point Likert scale. Internal reliability for the Implicit Mindset of
Intelligence scale was calculated resulting in a Cronbach’s α value of 0.92 which is similar to a
collection of studies which resulted in a reliability rate of α = .94–.98 for the same scale (Dweck
et al., 1995). The α value indicates a high level of consistency among the eight items to which
participants responded regarding implicit mindset of intelligence (Creswell & Creswell., 2018).
Phase 2 Qualitative Findings
Six of the teachers who participated in Phase 1 also participated in Phase 2. Phase 1 and
Phase 2 data were analyzed without evaluator knowledge of the participants’ identity. However,
once the lesson plans and interview transcripts were analyzed, the implicit mindset of
intelligence for each Phase 2 participant endorsed was necessary to answer Evaluation Question
3. Based on the survey data from Phase 1, of the six teachers who participated in the interview,
three hold an entity mindset and three hold an incremental mindset.
Five of the interview questions related to conceptions of giftedness and triangulated data
from the survey. Eleven interview questions focused on pedagogical decision-making and were
triangulated with the survey data to examine patterns between entity teachers and incremental
teachers. Three interview questions directly addressed teachers’ view on intelligence,
conceptions of giftedness, and teacher pedagogical decision-making.
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Teachers’ Conceptions of Giftedness
The first section of the interview focused on teachers’ conceptions of giftedness.
Teachers were asked about their experience working with identified gifted students, how they
defined giftedness, what it means to be gifted, how they made decisions about who they referred
for gifted testing, and how they describe the aptitude of gifted students.
What is your experience working with students who are identified gifted? Teachers
described their experience with varying levels of confidence about their understanding of
giftedness and the way gifted students learn. For example, “I don’t know enough about any of the
research that’s done on giftedness” (Mrs. Holland) and “I don’t know that I’m qualified to explain
that” (Mrs. Grant). Teachers also shared about experiences with students by comparing gifted
students in their classroom and students they felt were “truly gifted.” For example, one teacher
stated, “of those students who have been identified as gifted only one of them I believe was truly
gifted” (Mrs. Holland). Another teacher referred to a specific student stating “Although he was
super smart, I wouldn’t say that he was gifted” (Mrs. Elson).
In your own words, how would you define giftedness? All teachers included ability, to
some degree, as part of their definition of giftedness. For example, one teacher defined
giftedness as “extensive ability without formal training” (Mrs. Holland). Most teachers described
characteristics of a specific student or gifted students in general. One teacher described an
example of a student’s creative thinking ability. One teacher said that giftedness was not just IQ.
Another, teacher commented on the innovativeness of gifted learners. Most of the teachers talked
about the asynchronous development of the students referring to “core gifted areas” (Mrs.
Norman). For example, one teacher commented she assumed “that they’re going to be brilliant in
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all subjects if they’re gifted but it’s kind of the opposite. They may be like really great in one,
but they may be just a normal kid in another subject” (Mrs. Mitchell).
All six teachers agreed that intelligence and aptitude are inherent to some degree. For
example, “I think that there’s a certain amount that you are born with. I think that you have to
cultivate it, however” (Mrs. Grant). Two teachers talked about developing gifted abilities and
intelligence by using their talents. For example, “Some of it is born with like some people…but
if you don’t put it to use, I just don’t think that you’re going to go anywhere” (Mrs. Brown).
Three teachers cited environmental factors that influence how gifted a student becomes. For
example:
I think that knowledge can be acquired to enhance giftedness whereas if you have a child
who is inherently gifted but they’re not being fostered within them, they might not be
identified as gifted on a traditional test or traditional portfolio because of lack of
motivation and environmental factors. (Mrs. Norman)
Two teachers referred to ability as it relates to performance or achievement. “I do look at
achievement, you know, because sometimes I see those kids that are really high achieving…and
say, what qualities do they have to potentially be gifted” (Mrs. Norman).
In your own words, what does it mean to be gifted? Teachers responded in similar
ways to the previous question by sharing examples from their experience. Most of the teachers
discussed being gifted as being able to approach problems in unique ways. Teachers also
described an innate desire to want to explore or to learn more. One teacher described being gifted
as being mature beyond their years.
Teachers associated creativity with giftedness. For example, one teacher defined a gifted
student as “creative and thinks creatively” and “could think outside the box to solve problems”
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(Mrs. Holland). Another teacher commented that gifted students are “able to come up with the
answer outside of the directions” and “come up with creative ways to answer questions that
might not be the simple, straightforward answer” (Mrs. Elson).
Teachers also described being gifted as needing to be challenged. For example, they,
“sometimes exhibit what we would consider to be laziness when it’s really just not worth their
time. It’s not a challenge” (Mrs. Grant). Or “They are used to getting things so quickly, and they
might get frustrated that they’re not getting something so quickly. They get frustrated and shut
down” (Mrs. Elson). Two teachers described how they address students who are not successful
when facing challenges. They described learning as a series of failures, emphasizing that it is
okay to fail and try again. For example, “They have to know that it is okay to not always be
successful” (Mrs. Elson).
How do you make decisions about students you refer for gifted programming?
Teachers referenced characteristics from their responses to the first two questions or shared
reasons why a specific student was referred. Three of the teachers said they have not referred
students before. One of the teachers explained she previously taught a grade level where students
were generally not referred because grade level screening occurred anyway.
How do you describe the aptitudes of gifted students? Teachers commented that
aptitudes were high for gifted students. One teacher said aptitude was generally higher than nongifted students. Another teacher elaborated on how aptitude can be influenced by the students’
environment. She explained, “aptitude is a function of environment, and support, and making
sure that the child has a clear mission of what the expectation is and how to use their resources”
(Mrs. Grant). Teachers talked about nurturing and cultivated ability. For example, “I think
people are born with gifted abilities, but it’s definitely something that can be cultivated and
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modeled, and I think that having high intelligence and modeling the importance of intelligence
and education is something that can be modeled” (Mrs. Elson).
Teachers commented on how gifted students can apply their knowledge in interesting and
unique ways which was something that non-identified students did not do. For example, one
teacher commented that she has “had many gifted students who were very quick at picking up
what I was teaching, but they could then take that concept and apply it to something else” (Mrs.
Holland). Other teachers described similar scenarios about students who applied concepts or
content from one class to their classes, or from previous units to what they were currently
learning.
In Vivo and Pattern Coding
The first-round In Vivo coding involved taking words or short phrases from the
participant responses which were associated with the interview questions. The first-round In
Vivo codes related to conceptions of giftedness, such as [“PUT IT TO USE” and “DESIRE TO
EXPLORE”] were grouped together. The In Vivo codes were then regrouped as patterns began
to emerge. The second round Pattern Coding resulted in four patterns, or themes, relating to
conceptions of giftedness which emerged from the first-round In Vivo coding including Ability
and the Need to Cultivate, Talent Development and the Need to be Challenged, Curiosity and the
Desire to Learn, and Creativity and the Application of Knowledge.
Ability and the Need to Cultivate. The first theme, Ability and the Need to Cultivate,
includes conceptions of giftedness based on ability or aptitude. Ability is typically measured by
performance on either summative or formative assessments (Subotnik et. al, 2011) but in the
absence of these may also be based on teacher observation. Examples of In Vivo codes that
support this theme include [“PRODIGY”, “ABILITIES THAT WERE TRULY
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REMARKABLE,” and “VERY BRIGHT”]. This theme includes comments about asynchronous
development.
Key words from the interviews which resulted in In Vivo codes regarding the need to
cultivate ability included [“FOSTER”, “CULTIVATE”, “NURTURE”, “PUT IT TO USE”,
“MODELED”, AND “ENCOURAGE”]. The Need to Cultivate emerged as a Pattern Code from
the first-round In Vivo codes [“PUT IT TO USE,” “HAVE TO CULTIVATE IT”]. The Need to
Cultivate describes the need to cultivate giftedness or ability.
Talent Development and the Need to be Challenged. Talent Development was another
theme that emerged from In Vivo coding related to conceptions of giftedness. This theme
describes giftedness by factors that contribute to developing ability. Talent Development
[“VALUED IN THEIR HOME,” “APTITUDE IS A FUNCTION OF ENVIRONMENT”]
includes comments about environmental factors which contribute to talent development and
ways that students learn, including a subtheme of The Need to be Challenged.
Most teachers focused solely on the academic aspect of giftedness when providing a
definition. However, one teacher mentioned that gifted students “sometimes come with a little
emotional baggage…because they’re so wanting to be perfect or be doing so well” (Mrs.
Brown). On the other hand, when teachers described decisions that were made while planning a
lesson or while delivering a lesson, they talked about how gifted students can become frustrated
if not properly challenged. Thus, the subtheme Need for Challenge [“RESPOND TO
CHALLENGES”] was added to Talent Development and is used to describe gifted students’
need to be challenged. The code also includes associated behaviors with the need for challenge.
Curiosity and Desire to Learn. Based on the interviews, curiosity was brought up by all
participants and was therefore initially a second-round coding theme derived from the first-round
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coding. However, teachers described curiosity in different ways. Therefore, Curiosity was
divided into Desire to Learn and Application of Knowledge. Curiosity with respect to a desire to
do more [“DESIRE TO EXPLORE,” “EXTRA STEP”] seemed to influence and reflect what the
student was interested in. This theme can be described as a characteristic of giftedness where the
student has an innate desire to learn, explore, or to take an extra step with an assignment or
activity. It also influenced how teachers perceived student ability regarding the area of interest.
For example, one teacher commented that she sees “them going the extra step” and “they’re
eager to find out, to get answers to questions” (Mrs. Brown). Another teacher commented that
gifted students “approach problem solving not with just what he or she was given, but then took
some liberties for him or herself to try to solve a problem or decode or something along those
lines” (Mrs. Holland).
Curiosity regarding how the student thinks or approaches a topic (“QUESTIONING,”
“THINK OUTSIDE THE BOX”) seemed to influence how the student responded to something
they were interested in. Questioning was assigned to this aspect of curiosity. Questioning
describes how the gifted student approaches an assignment or problem by thinking outside of the
box or taking an atypical approach to solving problems.
Creativity and the Application of Knowledge. As an extension of the curiosity and
creativity towards the student approach to a topic was the application of the knowledge.
Application of Knowledge describes giftedness as the ability to apply prior knowledge to new
learning. Application of Knowledge was derived from In Vivo codes such as [“EXTEND
KNOWLEDGE BEYOND WHAT IS EXPECTED,” “SOMETHING BEYOND”]. This was
typically described as something the gifted student did on their own. Application of Knowledge
was treated as a subtheme and attached to Questioning. Thus, Questioning and Application of
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Knowledge as it relates to curiosity was modified to Creativity and the Application of
Knowledge. Table 10 shows the Pattern codes, number of In Vivo codes associated with the
theme, and significant excerpts from the interview transcripts.
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Table 10
Conceptions of Giftedness and Significant Interview Excerpts
Conceptions of Giftedness
(Pattern Codes)
Ability and the Need to
Cultivate

No. of Responses
(In Vivo codes)
39

Significant Excerpts
“A student in math would not necessarily find
reading all that enjoyable.”
“Aptitude varies on the area they are gifted
in.”
“Can watch something done once and then
recreate it.”
“Extensive ability without formal training.”

Talent Development and
The Need to be
Challenged

36

“Aptitude is a function of environment, and
support, you know, making sure that the child
as a mission, clear mission of what the
expectation is and how to use their
resources.”
“If their aptitude was very high, but the trick
was allowing them an opportunity to be able
to express that.”

Curiosity and the Desire
to Explore

12

“I see them going the extra step.”
“approach problem solving not with just what
he or she was given, but then took some
liberties for him or herself to try to solve a
problem or decode or something along those
lines.”
“Faces tasks with more enthusiasm.”
“Have the want to further explore and further
understand why something occurs.”

Creativity and the
Application of Knowledge

28

“Come up with creative ways to answer
questions that might not be the simple,
straightforward answer.”
“Doesn’t use the routine method of solving a
problem.

Mixed Methods Findings
The lesson plan and interview data played a critical role in elaborating on the survey data
which emphasizes the supplementary nature with the use of both quantitative and qualitative data
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in a mixed methods evaluation. In other words, the interview responses helped shape the findings
in a way that the survey alone could not. Although the survey established which mindset teachers
held, the explanations from the interviews provided a depth to understanding why certain
mindsets were held.
Pedagogical Decision-Making
Lesson plans were collected from the six Phase 2 participants. Teachers used short
phrases to write lesson plans, so In Vivo Coding was not an adequate method for analysis.
Instead, the lesson plan components were examined by comparing implicit mindset of
intelligence the teachers endorsed which were triangulated with interview responses regarding
the pre-active phase of pedagogical decision-making. Of the six teachers who participated in
Phase 3, three teachers held an entity mindset (3.0-3.5) and three held an incremental mindset
(4.0-5.88).
Pre-Active Phase of Pedagogical Decision-Making. Teachers were provided with a
district distributed template for a daily lesson plan. However, the teachers at Sunnybrook plan
weekly and therefore had weekly plans available. Thus, five out of the six teachers submitted
weekly plans. It is important to note that daily plans and weekly plans contain the same lesson
plan components.
Lesson Plans. The weekly lesson plans followed a similar structure. Mondays were
typically used to introduce a new unit or topic. Two teachers, one entity and one incremental,
used modeling during the first two lessons of the week to introduce a new genre or a new reading
strategy. Throughout the week, students were given more control of their own learning. For
example, the teachers assigned more student-centered activities that involved the modeled
reading strategy and finding support from the text. Formative assessment for the incremental
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teacher included the completion of a graphic organizer that required students to identify the
theme in a story and support elements of the theme with supporting text from the story. The
formative assessment for the entity teacher required students to write their own multi-tiered
questions based on the story.
One incremental teacher’s Monday lesson included a form of data collection. Students
were given six feathers, representing six of their favorite things, to add to individual paper
turkeys. The turkeys were posted around the room and students used the information from them
to create different types of graphs and tables. Formative assessments for lessons during this week
were student created graphs based on the turkey data. Table 11 shows examples of each part of
the lesson plan and compares lesson plan parts of entity teachers and incremental teachers.
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Table 11
Comparison of Lesson Plan Components Between Entity and Incremental Mindsets
Lesson Plan
Components
Direct Instruction

Entity Mindset Excerpt

Incremental Mindset Excerpt

-Read article about butterflies to
students/Model how to complete
the determining importance
graphic organizer
-Review key words and phrases.
Provide an example of each.

-Review the character traits slides
-Think-pair-share (How do you
think…)

Guided Practice

-teacher will have students choose
an animal for their article
summary
-students will work with their
partner to create 4 practical
problems

-When their tally charts and bar
graphs are complete, the teacher
will ask the following questions:
-Model reading the story
including think aloud

Independent Practice -Students will complete their own
determining importance graphic
organizer using their article.
-Students will solve their problem
independently and check with
their partner.

-Students answer question based
on graphs
-students will list two character
traits for each character.

Closure/Assessment

-students share graphs with the
class
-the class will complete a theme
activity with text evidence

-Students will complete the
graphic organizer
-student created practical
problems

Interviews. The second section of the interview asked questions about the lesson plan that
was submitted. When triangulated with data from the lesson plans, Section 2 answered
Evaluation Question 3. Teachers were asked how they incorporate their thinking about giftedness
into their lessons. Teachers were also asked about factors that contribute to their lesson planning
in general and a specific lesson that they chose to talk about in particular. Additionally, teachers
were asked about specific lesson elements such as learner objectives, direct instruction, guided
practice, independent practice, and assessment regarding a specific lesson. Teachers were asked:
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Describe their thoughts about the following statement: Differentiating instruction
for individualized learning is the most difficult part of gifted education. Differentiation was
a focus during analysis because the Local Plan requires cluster teachers to differentiate
curriculum and instruction for the gifted clusters and to receive professional learning on how to
do so. Regarding differentiation, four of the teachers did not differentiate the lesson and two
teachers differentiated the lesson by expecting a different product from the gifted students. One
teacher shared she differentiated her lesson by pulling her students in small group reading
activities that were based on ability.
Teachers volunteered that differentiation was not always possible given time constraints
and available resources. For example, one teacher commented that “a lot of times they’re telling
us to pull our lowest groups or those bubble kids that we can pass on to the test, you now, getting
them to pass the test.” She added later in the interview that “the most difficult part of gifted
education is [differentiation] because a lot of the times gifted students test higher, they’re not
seen as a priority” (Mrs. Elson). It is important to note teachers discussed differentiated
instruction as opposed to differentiated curriculum. Another teacher commented along the same
lines stating
When we’ve identified eight of the children that are failing or considered low and who
are you going to spend your time with? Are you going to spend your time with the kids
that you know were going to pass? (Mrs. Grant)
What student learner objectives were you trying to achieve in this lesson? Based on
the interviews, each learner objective falls along the curriculum framework which serves as a
pacing guide. All lessons included the same learner objectives for both gifted and non-gifted
students. Four teachers commented that their expectations for gifted students were higher than
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the non-gifted students. One of the teachers expects her students to perform at or slightly above
the grade level regardless of whether they are gifted or not. The sixth teacher expects the same
from every student, whether or not they are gifted.
Describe teaching practices related to direct instruction, guided practice, and
independent practice that you used in this lesson. The interviews indicated that all teachers
first consider the curriculum framework when designing a lesson. Two teachers explained a
think-pair-share activity and identified it by name as part of either the direct instruction or the
closure activity. One teacher also used a think-pair-share strategy but did not identify it by name.
The other teachers relied on content related videos or notes for the direct instruction and required
students to answer questions or create something as the independent activity such as drawing a
model of the layers of soil or creating a model of a canoe.
What type of feedback are the most effective motivators for gifted students to be
successful in your classroom? Teachers discussed various ways feedback is used to motivate
gifted students in the classroom. Most teachers stated they give positive feedback or constructive
feedback. Teachers also talked about giving positive reinforcement. For example, one teacher
explained she gives gifted students leadership within the classroom. One teacher provided
feedback which celebrates student ability. Finally, one teacher explained “too much praise can
over inflate one’s sense of self” (Mrs. Norman).
How did you assess student learning? Teachers embedded their assessment within the
closure activity. Most teachers used a formative assessment and collected index cards with
student responses or had student share their work with the class. One teacher had students
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complete an online quiz. Teachers assessed student work based on state standards and did not
assess gifted students differently than non-gifted.
Think about the decisions that you made while planning this lesson. Explain why
you made these decisions. Although the question asked teachers to discuss the lesson they
submitted, most teachers described their general approach to decision-making. Teachers
explained they designed lessons they felt were hands on, interesting, and as engaging as possible.
Two teachers specifically choose lessons which are creativity- or game-based as opposed to
sitting down with a worksheet. One teacher said, “knowing your kids is very important” and
considers the knowledge of student ability.
Designing a Lesson. Pattern codes that emerge from the In Vivo codes relating to preactive decisions that were made while planning a lesson were initially coded into one emerging
theme of Designing a Lesson. They were then divided into three codes: Lesson Policy, Lesson
Design, and Lesson Activities. The theme of Lesson Policy was derived from In Vivo codes such
as [“BASED ON CURRICULUM FRAMEWORK,” “SOL STANDARD THAT THEY HAD
TO DO,” “DECISIONS ARE MADE FOR US”]. Lesson Policy describes expectations placed
on the teacher that may influence lesson content. Lesson Design was derived from In Vivo codes
such as [“SAME CRITERIA FOR EVERYONE”] and describes contributing factors to decision
making while lesson planning including student expectations and what teachers focus on.
Finally, Lesson Activities was derived from In Vivo codes such as [“ACTIVITIES WHERE
THERE ARE STRATEGIES,” “MODELING WITH THINK ALOUDS”] and include decisions
that teachers make about specific student activities. Table 12 shows the emergent themes from
the second-round coding, number of first round In Vivo codes that support the theme, and
examples of significant excerpts.
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Table 12
Designing a Lesson and Significant Interview Excerpts
Emergent Themes
Lesson Policy

No. of Responses
(In Vivo codes)
11

Significant Excerpts

Lesson Design

28

“about how I can engage my entire classroom”
“I like to challenge them”
“Knowing your kids is really important”
“I have high expectations”

Lesson Activities

26

“guided practice is modeling”
“we did some think-pair-sharing”
“teaching data investigation”
“Place them into categories”

“based on curriculum framework”
“following our pacing guide”
“Don’t think I had a lot of decisions”
“They are putting some much other things on our plates”
“System is designed”

Interactive Phase of Pedagogical Decision-Making. Data for the interactive phase of
pedagogical decision-making were analyzed before being integrated with implicit mindset of
intelligence data. In this way, conclusions regarding program implementation can be made
separately from conclusions regarding implicit mindset of intelligence. Teachers were asked
about decisions made while teaching the lesson. They were asked about factors that contributed
to their decision-making, feedback that was given, and other activities that may possibly have
been better suited for gifted students.
Think about the decisions you made while teaching the lesson. Explain why you
made these decisions. Three teachers described specific situations where they had to make
decisions during the class that changed how they delivered the lesson. Five teachers commented
on giving positive, constructive feedback verbally, such as telling the students that they did good
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job. Two teachers talked about encouraging the students to give more and to not give up. For
example, one teacher said
I think, particularly for gifted students, they have to know that it is okay to not always be
successful because I do think that a lot of times they are used to being successful…it’s
not always good when they fail and I think that it can be really hard. So, I think the
feedback of don’t give up on this, it’s okay to make a mistake…encourages them from
being a risk taker (Mrs. Elson).
Another teacher offered that for her feedback is more behavior management.
Decisions While Teaching a Lesson. The first-round codes, such as [“GET THEM TO
PARTICIPATE” and “PULL LOWEST GROUPS”] first fell under the emerging theme of
Decisions While Teaching and were then broken down by Teacher Feedback, Teacher Focus,
and Lesson Changes. All three categories are considered immediate decisions that were made
based on what the teacher observed in the class (Gun, 2014). Teacher Feedback was immediate
as well as routine since teachers described the type of feedback given as something they strive to
do regularly. Teacher Feedback was derived from In Vivo codes such as [“GIVE
CONSTRUCTIVE FEEDBACK,” “POSITIVE VERBAL FEEDBACK”] and describes the way
teachers provided feedback to the gifted students. Teacher Focus describes changes the teacher
makes based on where she focuses her attention and was derived from In Vivo codes such as
[“FOCUS IS ON THE PARTICIPATION”]. Lesson Changes describes instructional changes
that were made while the lesson was underway and was derived from In Vivo codes such as [“A
LOT MORE MODELING THAN I THOUGHT”]. Table 13 shows the emergent second round
themes that emerged regarding the interactive phase of lesson planning, the number of In Vivo
from the first round of coding, and significant excerpts from the interviews.
103

Table 13
Decisions While Teaching a Lesson and Significant Interview Excerpts
Emergent Themes
Lesson Changes

No. of Responses
(In Vivo codes)
10

Significant Excerpts
“a lot more modelling than I thought I was
going to do”
“how I’m going to get them to participate”

Teacher Feedback

6

“constructive feedback”
“positive verbal feedback”
“give kids leadership”

Teacher Focus

6

“pull lowest groups or bubble kids”
“have all of their attention”

One teacher commented on a decision that she wished she had made. She said
It’s more like me critiquing myself…so part of me wishes I had had them do it
independently. And, you know, I still like this lesson, but I feel like I should have had
them do it independently and swap papers and kind of peer check each other (Mrs.
Mitchell).
So, instead of making the change during the class, she reflected instead on what she would do for
next class. Even so, this was coded under Lesson Changes.
Influence on Pedagogical Decision-Making. Finally, the third section of the interview
asked about participants’ view on the relationships between their view of intelligence and the
pedagogical decisions they made and their view on the relationship between their view of
intelligence, their conception of giftedness, and their pedagogical decisions. Thus, data from the
third section were used to triangulate with data from the survey and the lesson plan to answer
third evaluation question.
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These relationship questions addressed the very issue that the evaluation aimed to
examine. No new patterns emerged from coding the last section of the interview. Therefore, this
section of the interview was coded with sections about intelligence, conceptions of giftedness,
and pedagogical decision-making. However, individual participant responses were organized by
implicit mindset of intelligence the teachers endorsed. Table 14 shows the comparison of
responses between those with an entity mindset and those with an incremental mindset.
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Table 14
Comparison in Entity and Incremental Responses to Relationship Questions
Question
How do you think your
belief about
intelligence attributed
to your decisions when
developing this lesson?

What connections can
you make between your
beliefs about
intelligence and
thoughts about
giftedness?

What connections can
you make between your
beliefs about
intelligence, your
conception of
giftedness, and the
decisions you made
about the lesson?

Entity Response
“They already have this intelligence level,
they’re independent, they’re able to do
this, like they’re completely able to go
and do it by themselves.”
“I believe that my gifted students would
not struggle necessarily with this.”
“I think that you are born with a certain
amount of intelligence. What you do with
the intelligence is the difference maker.”
“I assume that they’re going to be brilliant
in all subjects if they’re gifted but it’s
kind of the opposite. They may be like
really great in one, but they may be just a
normal kind in another subject.”
“You are born with a certain amount of
intelligence and you are born gifted, but I
think that there are a lot of environmental
factors that play into how, maybe how
gifted you are reaching your full potential
and the intelligence that you gain.”

“I definitely think about that as I plan now
it’s not necessarily, you know, gifted does
this my non gifted normal children do this
and my special ed kids to this…it’s more
of where’s everyone at, what do they
understand, what don’t they understand.”
“I’m conflicted because what does that
mean? How does that work? How do you
measure that? Are you measuring that
intrinsically? Are you measure that, you
know, with a formal assessment? How do
you measure that because is there really
an effective measure of intelligence?

Incremental Response
“I have high expectations but
it’s because I want to encourage
people to rise to them.”

“People are born…with gifted
abilities, but it’s definitely
something that can be
cultivated and modeled, and I
think that having high
intelligence in modeling the
importance of intelligence and
education is something that is
really important.”
“I think you can be an
intelligence person without
being gifted and you can be a
gifted person in one area and
lack intelligence in other
areas.”
If you know your kids, you
kind of know where to set those
expectations and where to kind
of guide the lesson to get
there.”
“It wasn’t about how can I
engage my gifted learners; it
was really about how can I
engage my entire classroom.”

Organizing the excerpts in this way suggest teachers at Sunnybrook with an entity mindset tend
to focus on measuring ability and designing a lesson that meet students at their measured ability,
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such as quizzes and tests, or perceived ability, such as observations. On the other hand, teachers
at Sunnybrook with an incremental mindset designed lessons they felt were engaging and that
were designed around high expectations.
Summary of Findings
Chapter 4 described the data analysis process for the survey, lesson plans, and interviews.
These data sources were used to answer the three evaluation questions. Chapter 5 will discuss
these findings and implications for policy and practice, include recommendations for
implementing the cluster-grouping model in gifted education programming. Needed areas of
teacher professional development and areas for future research will also be discussed.
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CHAPTER 5
RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of the mixed methods evaluation was to examine how teacher explicit
mindset of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness influence pedagogical decision-making
within the context of a gifted education program within an elementary school. The Schoolwide
Cluster Grouping Model is used to deliver services to elementary students identified gifted. A
discussion of the findings, implications for policy and practice, and recommendation for future
evaluation are presented in this chapter.
Discussion of Findings
The exploratory nature of the evaluation design allowed for the findings to generate
knowledge about current program practice at Sunnybrook (Johnson & Christensen, 2017; Patton,
2008). The findings presented in Chapter 4 provided information regarding an embedded unit of
analysis within the gifted education program (Yin, 2018). Findings regarding general education
teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence, conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical decisionmaking are discussed here within the context of an embedded single-case design and are
organized by construct and evaluation question.
Teachers’ Implicit Mindset of Intelligence
Based on Phase 1 data, three Phase 2 participants hold an entity mindset and three hold
an incremental mindset. In Phase 2, teachers described modelling practices and ways they set
high expectations for students.
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One incremental teacher described specific examples of setting high expectations and
how she emphasizes a positive reaction to failure in meeting the expectations. Teachers with an
incremental mindset cited ways in which they promote the growth of student intelligence by
encouraging, modeling, and holding high expectations. It is significant that these strategies were
used with all students, regardless of the gifted label.
On the other hand, one entity teacher commented if the student is not interested in the
activity, they will not bother. These findings are supported by another study which linked teacher
implicit mindset with pedagogical decisions (Park et al., 2016). They found teacher mindset
influences pedagogical practice, but also indicated teacher mindset does not relate to student
mindset nor does it predict student achievement.
Teachers’ Conceptions of Giftedness
Phase 2 data showed all six teachers indicated giftedness was an innate quality which has
to be cultivated. The quantitative data from Phase 1 and the qualitative data from Phase 2
indicate teachers with an entity mindset described environmental factors that attribute to the
amount of intelligence a student is able to reach and to display. Entity teachers felt that
giftedness is observable and something that can be measured.
Three teachers, two incremental and one entity, indicated that intelligence and giftedness
were not the same thing and that a person can be intelligent but not gifted. Two of the teachers,
the entity teacher and an incremental teacher, further indicated a person can be gifted but not
intelligent. The dichotomy between giftedness and intelligence was also compared in a study of
gifted students using Dweck’s (2000) questionnaire (Makel et al., 2015). Results of the Makel et
al. (2015) study showed that most students consider giftedness to be fixed and intelligence to be
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incremental. This seems to fit with the teachers’ views of the innateness of intelligence and its
capacity for development.
Teachers’ conception of giftedness was based on Ability and the Need to Cultivate,
Talent Development and the Need for Challenge, Curiosity and the Desire to Explore, and
Creativity and the Application of Knowledge. Teachers discussed giftedness conceptually when
describing Ability and the Need to Cultivate and a combination of concept and a set of
behavioral characteristics when describing Talent Development and the Need for Challenge,
Curiosity and the Desire to Explore, and Creativity and the Application of Knowledge.
Ability and the Need to Cultivate. Based on the data, teachers’ conceptions of
giftedness included a conceptual understanding of giftedness relating to ability that aligns with
previous research (Laine et al., 2016; Russell, 2018). Participants described giftedness as an
innate ability that can be cultivated as did Russell (2018). The conceptual ideas and the
descriptive characteristics include assumptions and attitudes towards giftedness, such as the
innateness of ability which align with what Russell (2018) found. Participants also described the
asynchronous development associated with giftedness as did Laine et al. (2016) who found
teachers who described giftedness conceptually focused on the multidimensionality.
Talent Development and the Need for Challenge. Participants described the role that
environment and experience with academic challenges play in developing talent which aligns
with Gagne’s (2015) Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent. The model describes
giftedness as an innate, untrained ability that is developed into talent or achievement by
environmental and intrapersonal characteristics. Teacher participants felt that gifted students are
often not challenged enough nor given enough opportunities to show their achievement which
was also a finding from Russell (2018).
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Curiosity and the Desire to Explore. Teacher participants described gifted students as
curious and explorative. Teachers felt that gifted students desire to go deeper with content
beyond what they are introduced to in class. This echoes variables that Subotnik et al. (2011)
discuss as contributors to giftedness, such as interest and passion. Two incremental teachers and
one entity teacher provided anecdotes of how gifted students engage with activities they are
interested in. The entity teacher added if the gifted student is not interested, the student would
not bother with the activity.
Creativity and the Application of Knowledge. Teacher participants also described
gifted students as creative. They felt gifted students approached assignments in unique ways and
applied or transferred knowledge across disciplines. This follows with what Subotnik et al.
(2011) refer to as creative producers who generate new knowledge. The four themes taken
together align with Renzulli’s (2003) three-ring model of giftedness which considers giftedness
as a combination of ability, creativity, and task commitment which can lead to innovation if
properly challenged. Figure 4 shows how the four themes align with Renzulli’s model. The
emergent themes from the evaluation are shown in bold-face while terminology from the threering model is in parentheses. The three-ring structure is also taken from Renzulli’s model.
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Figure 4
Teachers’ Conception of Giftedness and Renzulli’s Three-Ring Model

Note. Adapted from The three-ring conception of giftedness: Its implications for understanding
the nature of innovation by Renzulli, J. S. (2003). In L. V. Shavinina (Ed.), The international
handbook on innovation (pp. 135-160). Elsevier Science Ltd

Pedagogical Decision-Making
Pedagogy includes both teaching method and teaching practice and incorporates the
theory of teaching (Howard et al., 2018), which include decisions teachers make regarding
method, practice, and theory. Pedagogical decision-making can be broken into two main phases,
the pre-active phase and the interactive phase (Tsui, 2003). The pre-active phase includes
decisions that the teacher makes about designing a lesson and writing the lesson plan. The
interactive phase includes decisions that the teacher makes while teaching the lesson and
interacting with students. Lesson plans were analyzed to collect data about pre-active decisions
and these data were triangulated with interview questions that asked about components of the
lesson plan that were required by the district.
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Pre-Active Phase of Pedagogical Decision-Making. Themes that emerged from the
lesson plans and the pre-active interview questions included Lesson Policy, Lesson Design, and
Lesson Activities. Lesson Policy refers to either district or school policy related to general
education curriculum pacing based on state learning standards. Lesson design refers to how the
teacher structured the lesson and specific teaching strategies used. Lesson Activities refers to
specific activities that teachers assigned. The themes are listed in the order in which they were
discussed during the interviews and based on the order in which the themes occurred regarding
the lesson plan.
Data showed that all six teachers followed the curriculum pacing when designing the
lesson which includes the learner objectives. For each lesson, teachers used the same learner
objectives for gifted and non-gifted students. Another finding was that none of the six teachers
consider gifted students specifically when designing the lesson.
Although the data show all teacher participants at Sunnybrook consider giftedness as
something that is developmental to a degree, decisions about curriculum pacing in particular
were not influenced by conceptions of giftedness. All six teachers used their curriculum pacing
guide to determine learner objectives and lesson content. However, lesson activities were
designed based on how teachers viewed ability in general and not how teachers viewed gifted
ability specifically. For example, two entity teachers at Sunnybrook perceive ability as
something that is measurable and designed lesson activities which met the students at their
measured ability, or perhaps slightly higher.
The three incremental teachers design lesson activities around high expectations of
performance and engagement because they view ability as something that can be modelled and
encouraged. For example, one incremental teacher included an activity where all students made
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an edible canoe out snack foods during a lesson on Native Americans. However, all six teachers
assessed whether the students met the minimum learner objectives. In other words, the identified
gifted student outcomes were not evaluated differently than the non-identified students. Thus, the
data showed very little variations in decisions that teachers made during the pre-active phase of
pedagogical decision-making, regarding conceptions of giftedness. This mirrors a finding from
Missett et al. (2014) who found that when student ability was generalized to the class level,
teachers did not use best practices regarding pacing and clustering.
Interactive Phase of Pedagogical Decision-Making. The interviews also provided data
about the interactive phase. Three themes emerged from the Pattern coding method: Lesson
changes, Teacher Feedback, and Lesson Focus, which can be linked with teacher mindset of
intelligence and conception of giftedness. Lesson changes refers to instructional changes, such as
modelling an activity differently or organizing group activities differently. Feedback refers to
feedback the teacher provides gifted students in response to classroom behavior or performance
on an activity. Lesson Focus refers to decisions about what the teacher focuses on, such as
focusing on classroom management or working a specific group of students instead of another.
Teachers made interactive pedagogical decisions based on what was happening during
the lesson. Most of the teachers talked about keeping the students engaged or other elements of
classroom management and was generalized to the whole class. Decisions made regarding gifted
students in particular had to do with how much work was expected and was only commented on
by two teachers, one incremental and one entity. Most teachers, however, commented on giving
positive, constructive feedback which Skipper and Douglas (2019) referred to as process praise
or feedback given about effort. One teacher (entity) described highlighting ability as a form of
feedback which can be considered person praise, or feedback given about ability (Skipper &
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Douglas, 2019). In Skipper and Douglas (2019), process praise was associated with the
incremental mindset and person praise was associated with entity mindset. The learner goals and
formative assessments were the same for all students. These findings agree with Missett et al.
(2014) who found teachers whose expectations were oriented toward group needs tend to lock
everyone in the same curriculum pacing and grouping while focusing on general classroom
management and not best practices that address individual needs.
Teachers’ implicit mindset did not seem to influence their conception of giftedness since
all six teachers talked about developing or nurturing talent, regardless of implicit mindset held.
However, implicit mindset did seem to influence expectations that teachers placed on students
identified gifted. In one interview, an incremental teacher (mindset = 5) explained she expected
gifted students to meet challenges that were presented in the form of reading activities or group
work. On the other hand, an entity teacher (3) expected the same whether they are gifted or not.
Rattan et al. (2012) also found that implicit mindset of intelligence influences pedagogical
practices relating to expectations. These findings can also be linked with Stipek et al. (2001) who
found teachers who hold an entity mindset tend to focus on student ability and content mastery
while teachers who hold an incremental mindset tend to focus more on student effort.
Findings also suggest teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of
giftedness influence pedagogical decisions during the interactive phase of pedagogical decisionmaking more than at the pre-active phase. These findings coincide with another study that
examined the influence of teacher beliefs about student ability on pedagogical practices (Missett
et al., 2014). Although, their study did not break pedagogy into pre- and interactive phases, it did
find beliefs and expectations about student ability influenced pedagogical practice regarding
pacing, ability grouping, and formative assessment.
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The data further suggests that implicit mindset of intelligence and conceptions of
giftedness do influence the interactive phase, but with varying degrees. For example, two of the
entity teachers and one of the incremental teachers expected more advanced responses or
products from gifted students, such as a paragraph instead of a sentence. These three teachers
related the expectations to the students’ giftedness. In situations like these, where teachers
discussed intelligence and giftedness interchangeably, intelligence and giftedness were thought
of as a unified construct. For these teachers, a direct influence on pedagogical decision-making
was found between views of intelligence and conceptions of giftedness.
The other three teachers encouraged all students to put forth more effort or to try
something another way without regard to giftedness. In these situations, intelligence was not
associated with giftedness. These three teachers specifically discussed the difference between
intelligence and giftedness. For these teachers, a direct influence could not be found between
conceptions of giftedness and pedagogical decision-making but views on intelligence did
influence pedagogical decisions that were made.
Relationships of Constructs to Gifted Program Evaluation
Implicit Mindset of Intelligence. The modelling and expectations the incremental
teachers described are the beginning of fostering an incremental mindset because the strategies
both provide opportunities to be challenged and ways to meet them. In this way the challenges
themselves are coupled with how to be successful (Dweck, 2008b). Additionally, it provides
opportunities for teachers to observe academic growth.
Conceptions of Giftedness. The three-ring model of giftedness describes giftedness as a
combination of high-ability, creativity, and task commitment, but not in equal parts. These would
vary as the student develops their talent. However, all three components are important to the
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overall conception of giftedness. It is significant teachers’ conception of giftedness aligned with
the three-ring model because the Johnson Public Schools endorses this concept.
Pedagogical Decision-Making. The Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model relies on
general education teachers to make appropriate pedagogical decisions for their gifted students
that include conceptions of giftedness because the gifted students are with their general
education teacher for the majority of the day (Brulles & Winebrenner, 2011). Figure 5 shows a
revised conceptual model depicting the relationship between implicit mindset of intelligence,
conceptions of giftedness, and pedagogical decision-making.
Figure 5
Relationships Between Analyzed Constructs

Implications for Policy and Practice
There are implications for professional learning and professional development needs.
These needs relate to fostering an incremental mindset, applying conceptions of giftedness to
pedagogical decisions, and making pedagogical decisions which address academic needs of
gifted students. They are organized here by evaluation question.
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Implications for Fostering an Incremental Mindset
Teachers’ view on intelligence had more of an influence on pedagogical decisions than
did conceptions of giftedness because teachers did not necessarily link intelligence with
giftedness. One teacher, for example, separated brilliance from gifted and used “prodigy” to
describe giftedness. Although the interviews indicated teachers’ conceptions of giftedness
include the developmental nature of giftedness as shown in Figure 4, the pedagogical decisions
which were made did not. Teachers were able to describe giftedness but did not apply their
conception of giftedness while planning a lesson because of expectations of the whole class and
not individual students.
Implications for Conceptions of Giftedness
The fact that there is not a universal definition of giftedness makes it hard for many
teachers to construct a meaning or be able to explain what it means to be gifted. Many variations
of what it means to be gifted are derived from teacher experiences with gifted students and
exposure to gifted children in their own families. In the school setting, however, it is important
that teachers have a firm understanding of how giftedness is used within the context of the gifted
program.
The gifted label can be distracting because “we should not think of them as fully formed
because someone has anointed them as gifted (entity model). Rather, we should think of children
as requiring a special education now and over time” (T. L. Cross, 2018, p 43). Teachers in the
evaluation, both entity and incremental, provided examples of students who were identified
gifted but were not performing at the expected level because of the label. In fact, Johnson Public
School’s operation definition acknowledges the need for special services to meet the needs of
students who have the potential for accomplishment that reaches beyond general education
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programs. Although the definition accounts for potentiality, it does not address talent
development.
The previous implication leads into an implication for the gifted program’s eligibility
process. Teachers responded to a question about experience with gifted students referring to only
seeing one or two truly gifted students in their careers. This seems extreme when they have
worked with hundreds of identified gifted students for, in some cases, more than 15 years. The
disconnect further supports that the gifted label is misleading. In other words, although the
students are identified gifted, cluster teachers are working with potentially gifted students and
not students with fully developed talent. Teachers felt they did not observe gifted students
display giftedness which seems to align with how Subotnik et al. (2011) discuss giftedness with
respect to older children who display giftedness through their performance or who eventually
establish eminence in a particular field. However, because of the gifted label, teachers may view
identified students as gifted rather than potentially gifted.
Implications for Pedagogical Decision-Making
Curriculum Strategies for High-Ability and Gifted Students. Findings from the
evaluation indicated that classroom teachers teach the same curriculum to all students. Gifted
students have academic needs that cannot be met with a standard, general education curriculum.
Generally, gifted curriculum is sufficiently advanced, complex, in-depth, and encouraging of
creativity (Housand, 2016). Gifted curriculum does not need to be used exclusively for gifted
students. As Coleman and Cross (2005) point out “many of the ideas used to describe
differentiated curricula are really instructional differences” (p. 311). However, the curriculum
does need to address their academic needs. Some of these needs were acknowledge during the
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interviews, so it is clear that teachers know that the needs exist separately from non-identified
students.
Differentiation. Regarding the current evaluation, teachers who mentioned
differentiating for product may have expected more from the gifted students, but the students
were assessed using the same criteria. The criteria teachers used were based on minimum
requirements to meet learning standards. Understanding what differentiating a curriculum means
and how to do so for gifted students are important considerations for teacher professional
learning.
Choices that teachers make regarding differentiation are made to meet the needs of the
students but may not necessarily distinguish between a gifted curriculum and a non-gifted
curriculum (Coleman & Cross, 2005). The Local Plan indicates that cluster teachers should
understand and apply best practices regarding differentiating curriculum designed specifically to
meet the needs of gifted students.
Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model. Findings from the typicality data indicate that
Sunnybrook has implemented the school-wide cluster grouping model, to some degree, as
outlined in the Local Plan for the Education of the Gifted at the school level. For example, at
Sunnybrook, students are grouped based on area of identification. However, it is not
implemented at the classroom level to where students are served by the model.
The Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model is a cost-effective way to serve the academic
and social-emotional needs of gifted students (Winebrenner & Devlin, 1996. The model is
designed to benefit all students across each grade level equitably (Winebrenner & Brulles.,
2008). Opponents of the model may cite that it leads to tracking students. While this may have
been true in their experience, true clustering is closer to a flexible grouping structure (Robinson
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et al., 2007). In this model, gifted students are clustered together based on ability in groups of 410 students (Brulles & Winebrenner, 2011).
The implications suggest a revision to the program logic model presented in Figure 1.
The changes, and need thereof, represented in the program logic model align with what Datnow
et al. (2012) found regarding teachers, as program implementers, to first understand the program.
The revised program logic model is underscored by the assumption that general education
classroom teachers follow the district’s curriculum pacing guide. Additionally, it is assumed
teachers’ implicit mindset of intelligence includes both identified and non-identified students.
Further, teacher conceptions of giftedness are filtered through views about intelligence when
considering students who are identified gifted (see Figure 5). Figure 6 shows the revised program
logic model for the current evaluation.
Figure 6
Revised Program Logic Model
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Curriculum pacing guide was added as an input based on the finding that pre-active
pedagogical decision-making is influenced by the district’s curriculum pacing guide. Another
input was added based on the implications from the evaluation. Outputs were added based on
implications pre-active and interactive pedagogical decision-making as well as recommendations
that follow. Two of the three proximal outcomes remained the same and were based on
expectations of the evaluation that were observed during the evaluation. The proximal outcome
that was expected but not observed becomes a medial outcome based on recommendations that
follow. The second medial outcome and the three distal outcomes were also added based on the
following recommendations.
Recommendations
Regarding the recommendations, a distinction exists between professional learning and
professional development. Professional learning will be used to mean an ongoing process of
coached teacher learning opportunities that are directly applicable to classroom instruction which
may include formal professional development (Richter et al., 2011). Professional learning often
suggests graduate level coursework culminating in a degree, an endorsement, or certification.
Professional learning typically involves a pre- and post-test to evaluate learning growth as in
practicum-style professional learning (Bangel et al., 2010).
Professional development refers to a single session of learning opportunity or a series on
the same topic. Professional learning opportunities of this nature can be seen as informal and are
designed to increase teacher capacity (Richter et al., 2011). Professional development can occur
at the building level and district level and may also include participation in gifted education
conferences. There might not be an evaluation following the use of the professional development
strategies, although certificates are often awarded upon completion of the event. Edinger (2017)
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distinguishes between professional development that may only result in providing awareness of
topics and impactful professional development that elicits a change in practice. Within this
dichotomy, the former description of professional development tends to focus on improving
student achievement while the latter focuses on teacher learning. Additional recommendations
address areas of concern regarding program policy and ongoing program evaluation. Table 15
links findings to recommendations.
Table 15
Findings and Recommendations
Findings

Related Recommendations

Supporting Literature

Classroom teachers
described the need to
cultivate or nurture
student intelligence.

Classroom teachers (cluster and noncluster teachers), administrators, and
support staff should receive
professional development regarding
fostering an incremental mindset.

Blackwell et al.,
2007; Dweck, 2008b,
2010; Giamportone,
2016; Seaton, 2018

Classroom teachers’
conception of
giftedness lacked the
potentiality of
giftedness.

Classroom teachers (cluster and noncluster teachers) should receive
quality professional development
regarding giftedness at various levels
of academic and social development.

T. L. Cross, 2018;
Edinger, 2017;
Subotnik et al., 2011

Classroom teachers
teach the same
curriculum to
identified and nonidentified students.

Classroom cluster teachers should
receive mandated professional
learning/coaching related to gifted
and high-ability curriculum strategies
such as curriculum compacting,
Inquiry-based learning, and
differentiation.

Classroom teachers do
not consider gifted
students when
planning a lesson.

Professional learning/coaching
should be mandated and offered to
cluster teachers related to
implementation of the schoolwide
cluster grouping model at the
classroom level.

Brulles &
Winebrenner., 2011;
Buerk, 2016;
Coleman & Cross,
2005; Housand,
2016; Robinson et al.,
2007; VanTasselBaska, 2019
Brulles &
Winebrenner, 2011;
Robinson et al., 2007;
Winebrenner &
Devlin, 1996
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Recommendations for Practice
Fostering an Incremental Mindset. It is recommended classroom teachers,
administrators, and support staff receive formal professional development regarding fostering an
incremental mindset. Students who endorse an incremental mindset have shown academic gains
and a passion for learning (Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 2000) regardless of implicit mindsets
teachers hold (Seaton, 2018). Professional development learning opportunities regarding
fostering an incremental mindset should occur throughout the year (Dweck, 2010).
All faculty and staff should participate because fostering an incremental mindset is most
successful when part of a school-wide culture (Giamportone, 2016). MindsetWorks (2017) is a
series of programs designed to inform school leaders, teachers, and both general education
students and gifted students about the malleability of intelligence, the importance of fostering an
incremental mindset, and how to foster an incremental mindset with individual students as well
as creating a school culture of fostering an incremental mindset. Teachers start with
understanding their own mindset and the importance of fostering an incremental mindset before
engaging with student activities. Teachers will understand incremental mindset and will be able
to implement the incremental mindset within the culture of the school and the individual students
within the classrooms.
Varieties of Giftedness. Professional development activities would enable teachers to
move away from the one size fits all mentality and adopt a more developmental concept of
giftedness applicable to lesson plan development and lesson delivery. For example, Subotnik et
al. (2011) propose a broad definition that recognizes gifted potentiality in the younger grades,
achievement as the measure for giftedness in later stages such as adolescence, and eminence as
the measure of giftedness later, such as in adulthood. This idea combined with Renzulli’s (2003)
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three-ring model as adapted in Figure 4 shows how teachers can apply their conception of
giftedness to pedagogical decisions.
Elementary gifted cluster teachers should receive regular professional development, at
least annually, that orients teachers’ conception of giftedness to include potentiality for
giftedness in the early grades, despite the gifted label. This will also align the teachers’
conception of giftedness from Figure 4 with the district’s operational definition and with
program goals.
Curriculum Strategies for Gifted and High-Ability Students. Cluster teachers should
receive formal professional learning opportunities in research-based curriculum strategies for
educating students identified gifted and high-ability learners. There are several curriculum
strategies listed in the Local Plan teachers can receive professional learning on which can foster
an incremental mindset and address talent development needs including curriculum compacting,
inquiry-based learning, and differentiation.
Curriculum Compacting. Teachers commented about boredom that gifted students often
experience. Teachers ascribed the boredom to gifted students finishing unchallenging work early.
It is important to provide opportunities for gifted students to face challenges when developing an
incremental mindset. Curriculum compacting is a way to compress the information and required
skills, so gifted students do not have to learn what they already know or practice skills that they
have already mastered. Curriculum compacting involves pretesting the student to gauge their
current ability to see what does not need to be taught, deciding what needs to be taught instead,
and providing opportunities for new learning and academic development which might include
opportunities for acceleration or enrichment (Coleman & Cross, 2005). Professional learning on
curriculum compacting must be ongoing because it is an ongoing process. Professional learning
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should focus first on properly identifying what the students already know and what should be
taught instead. As teachers become comfortable with delivering content in this way, teachers can
begin to receive professional learning about assessing the student’s new learning.
Inquiry-Based Learning. Inquiry-based learning provides an opportunity for all students
to engage with learning material, namely text, in a way that aligns with their own interests with
reinforces the task commitment without which student talent cannot be developed (Subotnik et
al., 2011). With this strategy, students are taught to question text in such a way they generate
new learning. These learning opportunities can be in the form of enrichment formatted inquiry
experiences. In these cases, the students choose what they want to learn about, explore, and what
product they want to create (Buerk, 2016). Inquiry-based learning supports the conception of
giftedness presented in Figure 4 because it relies on the combination of ability, creativity, and
task commitment, but can be used with all ability levels.
There are several resources that teachers can use with very little professional learning.
Junior Great Books offers teachers selected readings at various grade levels that include inquirybased lessons. Teacher editions of these texts guide teachers through each lesson. The strategies
that are used with the selected readings can be used with any teacher-selected text as well. Other
suggested resources can be found at William & Mary’s Center for Gifted Education. William &
Mary also provides inquiry-based curriculum units in language arts, mathematics, science, and
social studies. These units are both inquiry-based and differentiated. Teachers should start with
curriculum that is already written for gifted learners. As they become more comfortable with the
type of questioning, they can begin to create their own.
Differentiation. Curriculum compacting and Inquiry-based learning are examples of
differentiated curriculum. According to the Local Plan, the cluster teacher is expected to provide
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differentiated instruction to all students throughout the week and be trained to differentiate the
curriculum and instruction for the gifted learners in particular. Differentiation involves tailoring
the curriculum for individual students. Three main aspects of curriculum can be differentiated.
For example, a teacher can differentiate what the student will be assessed on, the skills that the
student learns, and the content that the student engages with.
Table 16 outlines several ways curriculum can be differentiated to meet the needs of
gifted students in particular. Professional learning regarding differentiation should focus on
conceptions of giftedness as well as pedagogical decision-making. They should also be ongoing
throughout the school year and should include collaboration with the gifted resource teacher.
Table 16
Differentiating Gifted Curriculum
Focus of
Differentiation
Content

Strategy

Present content related to broad-based issues, themes, or problems
Integrate multiple disciplines into the area of study
present comprehensive, related, and mutually reinforcing experiences
within an area of study
Allow for in-depth learning of a self-selected topic within an area of study
Skills (Process) Develop independent or self-directed study skills
Develop productive, complex, abstract, or higher-level thinking skills.
Focus on open-ended tasks
Develop research skills and methods
Integrate basic skills and higher-level thinking skills into the curriculum
Product
Encourage the development of products that challenge existing ideas and
produce “new” ideas.
Encourage the development of products that use new technique, materials,
and forms
Encourage the development of self-understanding (i.e., recognizing and
using one’s abilities, becoming self-directed, and appreciating likeness and
differences between oneself and others
Evaluate student outcomes by using appropriate and specific criteria
through self-appraisal, criterion-referenced, or standardized instruments
Note. Adapted from Being gifted in school: An introduction to development, guidance, and
teaching by Coleman, L. J., & Cross, T. L. (2005). Prufrock Press.
127

Recommendations for Program
Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model. Gifted cluster teachers should receive formal
professional learning opportunities on how to effectively implement the Schoolwide Cluster
Grouping Model. The success of the model relies on flexibly grouping students. So, professional
learning would start with how to properly group gifted students. Ongoing professional learning
to modify curriculum for gifted and high-ability students would follow so that pedagogical
decisions can relate directly to the groups that teachers are working with.
Talent Pool. One way to focus on the aspect of potentiality regarding giftedness
(Subotnik et al., 2011) is to allow flexibility in the cluster and pull-out groups by creating a talent
pool to coincide with the identified clusters. This can increase the effectiveness of curriculum
strategies for gifted and high-ability students and increase the potential for growth when
fostering an incremental mindset. Since teachers are working with students who are found
eligible for the gifted program in the early years using a process that identifies potential gifted
abilities, identified gifted students should be considered potentially gifted, based on achievement
scores and teacher referrals, whether they carry the gifted label or not. According to the Local
Plan, students who are identified gifted are clustered with identified peers in the general
education classroom.
A talent pool would allow classroom teachers to refer students to be a part of the gifted
cluster without first being labeled gifted. The talent pool can start as early as Kindergarten which
would properly and equitably prepare students for the gifted screening test taken during February
of their first-grade year. The talent pool would include about 15% of the total grade level
population, half of which would be eligible based on a screening test, like the one that is
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currently used, and the other half would be eligible based on teacher recommendation (Renzulli,
2014).
The Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model should remain in place and focus on talent
development. Gifted clusters would include both identified students and talent pool students.
This grouping would benefit the high-ability and gifted students because they would receive
appropriate levels of instruction and enrichment opportunities. Cluster teachers and gifted
resource teachers would have an opportunity to observe the talent pool students interact with the
identified gifted students, who are potentially their academic peers. Instructional and enrichment
opportunities would better prepare clustered students for the type of thinking that will be
required of them in advanced content areas. Additionally, it would emphasize the potentiality of
giftedness at this age.
Additional Recommendations
Gifted Endorsed Cluster Teachers. During the interviews two teachers indicated they
did not feel qualified or knowledgeable enough to discuss intelligence and giftedness, regardless
of the implicit mindset they held. It is recommended cluster teachers attend national and regional
gifted conferences regarding gifted instruction and gifted pedagogy which include current bestpractices in gifted education and current research in the field of gifted education. These
professional learning opportunities should be provided for classroom teachers who teach gifted
clusters since gifted students spend the majority of their instructional time with the cluster
teacher. Currently, gifted resource teachers are expected to hold an endorsement in gifted
education. This expectation could be extended to gifted cluster teachers to maximize their
effectiveness. The endorsement would serve as a basis of understanding; a foundation on which
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to build the ongoing professional learning about conceptions of giftedness and in gifted
pedagogy.
Recommendations for Future Evaluation
The evaluation design allows conclusions to be made based on the findings that
addressed the evaluation questions. Case studies are designed to produce an in-depth
examination of program implementation or program worth. Including additional cases, or
additional schools, may also have contributed to the themes presented in this chapter.
Additionally, including teachers of gifted students at secondary levels may contribute additional
themes or support the existing themes.
Nonetheless, the conclusions drawn from the single-case study and the data collected
regarding clustering practices in the elementary classrooms district wide suggest there is value in
further evaluating implementation of the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model in additional
schools. To establish case typicality, gifted resource teachers provided information about
whether their school clusters and offered reasons why they do not. It would be particularly
informative to understand why schools do cluster. It would also be beneficial to understand
decisions regarding implementation from the administrators’ point of view. An evaluation that
focuses on why schools cluster while others do not would inform what information and
professional learning regarding the schoolwide cluster grouping model is needed. In this way, the
benefits of the model can extend to elementary building administrators across the district. For
those administrators who already cluster the gifted students, this would serve to solidify their
decision and to remain mindful of why they are clustering the gifted students and how gifted
students should be clustered. For those administrators who do not cluster their gifted students,
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this would provide information and the professional learning to begin implementing the model at
their school.
It is important to evaluate school programs continually to assess the strengths,
weaknesses, and to identify needed areas for improvement (Mertens & Wilson, 2013). This is
also true for gifted programs to ensure that the cognitive, social, and emotional needs of gifted
students are met (Neumeister & Burney, 2012). Although an annual review of effectiveness is
outlined in the Local Plan, the outline included the first 3 years of the 5-year plan. Therefore, it is
also recommended that implementation of the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping model is evaluated
at both the classroom and the building level on an annual, ongoing basis. It would be important
to see how the program is implemented across the district and if additional professional learning
regarding fostering a growth mindset or applying conceptions of giftedness to pedagogical
decision-making is needed. In this way, the professional learning can be catered to the individual
needs of the program users.
Summary
The case study evaluation was designed to examine how teachers’ implicit mindset of
intelligence and their conceptions of giftedness influence their pedagogical decision-making
within a school that has implemented the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping Model. One school
participated in both the quantitative phase and the qualitative phase. Thus, an embedded singlecase study design was implemented. The findings indicate that the pre-active phase of
pedagogical decision-making was influenced by policy related to curriculum pacing and not
directly influenced by either implicit mindset of intelligence or conceptions of giftedness.
On the other hand, the interactive phase was influenced by implicit mindset of
intelligence more than conceptions of giftedness because teachers focused on the class as whole
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and not on individual students, such as gifted students. Pedagogical decisions that were made
during the interactive phase indicated that teachers adjusted their lesson focus based on student
behavior. Learner objectives were the same for gifted students and non-gifted students and were
evaluated by the same standards-based criteria.
It is recommended teachers are mandated to receive professional learning on the
importance of fostering an incremental mindset and how to do so. It is also recommended
teachers receive professional learning on how to deliver gifted curriculum to both meet the needs
of gifted students and to implement the Schoolwide Cluster Grouping model effectively.
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Appendix A
Definition of Terms
•

Giftedness—Subotnik, Olszewski-Kubilius, and Worrell (2011) suggest a comprehensive,
research-based conceptional definition of giftedness. It “is the manifestation of performance
or production that is clearly at the upper end of the distribution in a talent domain even
relative to that of other high-functioning individuals in that domain. Further, giftedness can
be viewed as developmental, in that in the beginning stages, potential is the key variable; in
later stages, achievement is the measure of giftedness; and in fully developed talents,
eminence is the basis on which this label is granted. Psychosocial variables play an essential
role in the manifestation of giftedness at every developmental stage. Both cognitive and
psychosocial variables are malleable and need to be deliberately cultivated” (p. 7).
Operationally, “giftedness” can be demonstrated “by advanced verbal or quantitative skills or
creative expression above that of his/her peers in a range of disciplines” (Johnson Public
Schools, 2016).

•

Gifted students—are “those students in public elementary, middle, and secondary schools
beginning with kindergarten through twelfth grade who demonstrate high levels of
accomplishment or who show the potential for higher levels of accomplishment when
compared to others of the same age, experience, or environment. Their aptitudes and
potential for accomplishment are so outstanding that they require special programs to meet
their educational needs” (Virginia Department of Education, 2012, 8VAC20-4020).

•

Mindset: Fixed or Growth—as used by Carol Dweck (2000, 2008), also called entity or
incremental. Some view intelligence as something that is static and cannot change. Others
view intelligence as something that is malleable and can be developed. Dweck (2008) likens
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the fixed mindset to “believing that your qualities are carved in stone” (p. 6), whereas “the
growth mindset is based on the belief that your basic qualities are things you can cultivate
through your efforts” (p. 7). As it pertains to the students’ mindset, or approach, towards
intelligence she writes, “Within an incremental theory, failure just means that your present
strategy or your present skills are inadequate, but within an entity theory, a failure can cast
doubt on your global permanent intelligence” (Dweck, 2000, p. 26).
•

Pedagogical Decision-Making—choices that teachers make about the classroom or students
that are linked with beliefs about student learning. This thought process includes a pre-active
planning phase and an interactive phase that occurs during the classroom interaction with the
students (Tsui, 2003). Decisions made during both phases reflect teachers’ beliefs and
theories about student learning (Clark & Peterson, 1989).

•

Pull-out program— “A pull-out program is a part-time service delivery option that provides
unique opportunities for gifted students who spend the majority of their time in a regular
heterogeneous classroom. Students identified as gifted are brought together for instruction
provided by a designated teacher of the gifted for a period of time to engage in curriculum or
activities that differ from those offered in the general education classroom” (Adams, 2018, p.
187).

•

Student achievement—Refers to the level of cognitive and affective growth compared to
potential or measured ability.
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Appendix B
Staff Emails from Principal
February 19, 2021
Good morning everyone!
Please take the time to complete the survey below! Many of you worked closely with Andrew
and he was a great asset to the Little Creek team. This is an exciting professional journey he is
on and am certain you would like to be a part in helping him achieve his goal. Please take the
survey today or at least write on your calendar a block of time that you will complete this in the
next few days.
Thank you for your attention to this.

February 24, 2021
Good morning!
I am going to need your help during your upcoming planning times. Mr. Sytsma, as I shared
before, is working on his dissertation. He was a great team member at Little Creek and became
a friend to many of you. It is our professional responsibility as leaders of the building to help
elevate others to leadership roles. A way we can help Mr. Sytsma is by completing this survey
and encouraging others to complete this survey. Please welcome Mr. Sytsma to your planning
times and allow time for him to share the information quickly and then provide time for the team
to complete the survey. He estimates it will take 6 minutes to individually complete this
survey. I thank you in advance and am certain that we will have a higher response rate after his
visit. I cc’ed him on this email and below shared the links to planning and times the team meets.
Thank you!
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Appendix C
Gifted Local Plan Survey Questions used for Typicality
The following questions were taken from a survey that was distributed to all gifted resource
teachers in the district. The purpose of the survey was to obtain gifted resource teacher data
regarding various components of the Local Plan. All participants gave consent to use their
information.
Clustering can be defined at the grouping of 4-10 gifted students in a general education
classroom. Does your school currently cluster gifted students?
Yes
Only one of my schools cluster
No
I am not sure
Please elaborate on your response to the previous question about clustering. For example, if you
are at two schools, you might indicate which school clusters (and which does not) and compare
how they schedule gifted students. Explain why you believe your assigned school(s) cluster or
why it does not. If your school(s) cluster, please explain how the students are clustered (area of
ID, gifted, by chance, etc.). If you said no, what barriers—in your opinion—prevent clustering?
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Appendix D
Theories of Intelligence Survey
Section 1
This first section is designed to gather information about your current teaching situation.
What is your current teaching placement?
How many total years teaching experience do you have?
How many years teaching experience do you have at your current school?
At what grade level do you teach?
What is the total number of identified gifted students in your classroom?

This questionnaire has been designed to investigate ideas about intelligence. There are no right
or wrong answers. We are interested in your ideas.

Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements by writing the number that corresponds to your opinion
in the space next to each statement.

Strongly Agree (1) Agree (2) Mostly Agree (3) Mostly Disagree (4) Disagree (5)
Strongly Disagree (6)

______. You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you can’t really do much to change it.
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______. Your intelligence is something about you that you can’t change very much.
______. No matter who you are, you can significantly change your intelligence level.
______. To be honest, you can’t really change how intelligent you are.
______. You can always substantially change how intelligent you are.
______. You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic intelligence.
______. No matter how much intelligence you have, you can always change it quite a bit.
______. You can change even your basic intelligence level considerably.
Dweck, C. S. (2000). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development.
Philadelphia, PA: Taylor & Francis.
Section 3
This section asks if you are willing to complete additional steps with the evaluation.
Please fill in the requested information below and then select one of the following statements.
First and Last name:
Email address:
Yes, I am interested in submitting a single daily lesson plan and participating in a short
interview.
No, I am not interested in submitting a single daily lesson plan and participating in a short
interview.
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Appendix E
Semi-Structured Interview
Interview Question

1. What is your experience working with students who are identified
gifted?
a. Tell me about some of your gifted learners.
(Allen, 2017)
2. In your own words, how would you define giftedness?
a. Can you elaborate (common phrases may be things such as
creative or outside-the-box)?
b. Can you provide an example from your own experience?
(Russell, 2018)
3. In your own words, what does it mean to be gifted?
a. Can you elaborate?
b. Can you provide an example from your own experience?
(Russell, 2018)
4. How do you make decisions about students you refer for gifted
programming?
a. What are specific characteristics you look for?
b. Can you give me an example of when you made such a
decision?
(Allen, 2017)
5. How would you describe the aptitudes of gifted students?
a. How are these aptitudes different from non-identified
students?
b. Are students born with these aptitudes?
6. What type of feedback, do you think, are the most effective motivators
for gifted students to be successful in your classroom?
a. Why do you think that is?
b. Can you think of an example that you have seen or that you
have used?
7. How would you describe the way gifted students learn?
a. How does this influence what activities you chose for a
lesson?
b. Is this a central focus of your lesson planning?
8. In general, how quickly do your gifted students seem to grasp new
content compared to students who are not identified?
a. Why do you think this is?
b. Is this what you expect from gifted students?
c. What strategies, including feedback, work best for your gifted
learners?
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Alignment
with
Evaluation
Question
EQ2

EQ2

EQ2

EQ2, EQ3

EQ2

EQ2, EQ3

EQ2, EQ3

EQ2

9. Describe your thoughts on the following statement: Differentiating
instruction for individualized learning is the most difficult part of
gifted education.
a. Why do you think that is?
b. What about the statement do you particularly like or dislike?
(Russell, 2018)
10. Describe your thoughts on the following statement: Giftedness, or
being gifted, refers to certain natural abilities that some people are
just born with.
a. What experiences have led you to think that?
b. What about the statement do you particularly like or dislike?
(Russell, 2018)
11. Why did you choose this lesson for the evaluation?
a. Were there other lessons that might have been better suited
for the evaluation?
12. What student learner objectives were you trying to achieve in this
lesson?
a. From what source were the learner objectives based?
(Pacing guide, student progress/achievement, a specific
student)
b. Do you plan the same learner objective for both identified
and non-identified students?
i. What considerations do you make exclusively for
your gifted students?
13. Describe teaching practices related to direct instruction, guided
practice, and independent practice that you used in this lesson.
a. How did you deliver the content? (Teachers can elaborate
on how they would have delivered it differently in a
traditional classroom situation).
b. In what ways were your questions for higher level thinking
and deep learning appropriate for your gifted students?
14. How did you assess student learning?
a. How does your formative assessment criteria differ
between identified and non-identified students?
b. How did you communicate your feedback to the identified
students?
15. Think about the decisions that you made while planning your lesson.
Explain why you made these decisions.
a. What factors contributed to your decision-making?
b. How were the guided and/or independent practice activities
different for your gifted students than for your general
education students?
16. Think about decisions that you made while teaching the lesson.
Explain why you made these decisions.
a. What factors contributed to your decision-making?
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EQ3

EQ2

EQ3

EQ3

EQ3

EQ3

EQ3

EQ3

b. Can you think of activities that may have been better suited
for your gifted students?
c. What feedback did you give to a gifted student?
17. The survey that you took indicated that intelligence is something that
you can’t change/you can change your intelligence level. How do you
think your belief about intelligence attributed to your decisions when
developing this lesson?
18. What connections can you make between your beliefs about
intelligence and thoughts about giftedness?
a. Why do/don’t you think there is a relationship between
beliefs about intelligence and your conception of
giftedness?
19. What connections can you make between your beliefs about
intelligence, your conception of giftedness, and the decisions you
made about the lesson?
a. How do you think that connection influences your
decisions while planning a lesson?
(Allen, 2017; Russell, 2018)
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Appendix F
Lesson Plan Template
Name:
Date:

Subject:

SOL Standard # and Description

SOL Essential Skill

Learner Objective:
Includes behavior, condition and meaningful criteria.
Aligns with SOL Essential Knowledge and Skills in both
content and cognitive level
Clarifies and articulates specific learning
objectives/learning intentions.

Warm Up:
What will students do when they enter/begin the class?
Review previous learning, writing prompt, daily reviews,
etc.

Anticipatory Set:
Indicates how the lesson is relevant to other grade levels,
content areas, and/or real life.
Activates prior knowledge in an opening experience that
engages students
Am I interested?
Is this important?.

Direct Instruction
Provides direct/explicit instruction and models what
students should know or do to master objectives.
Develops vocabulary and connects concepts and ideas.
Questions for high level thinking and deep learning. List
higher level, open-ended questions that help student
process learning and think about their thinking. These
should be asked orally throughout the lesson.
Maintains instructional clarity across lesson
organization, explanation, examples, and guided practice.
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Guided / Independent Practice
Provides multiple opportunities for practice (guiding)
until independence is attained
Allows for a gradual release of responsibility from the
teacher to the students

Closure
Summarizes the knowledge and skills developed or
enhanced through learning experiences

Formative Assessment
Outlines the criteria used to determine whether learners
have met the objective
Linked to daily learner objective
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Appendix G
Informed Consent Forms
TEACHER CONSENT FORM
Dear Educator,
I am conducting an evaluation of the gifted education program at your school as the
dissertational component of an Executive Ed.D program through The College of William &
Mary. The dissertation is entitled “An Evaluation of a Gifted Education Program to Examine the
Influence of Teacher Participants’ Implicit Mindset of Intelligence and Conceptions of
Giftedness on Pedagogical Decision-Making.” I am specifically interested in classroom teachers’
views and thoughts about intelligence and giftedness to examine how these views influence
pedagogical decision-making. Classroom teachers play an important role in the education of
identified gifted students and therefore are an integral component of the gifted education
program. Findings from the evaluation will show how pedagogical decisions are influenced by
beliefs about intelligence and conceptions of giftedness. Findings may also highlight necessary
areas for future teacher professional development.
For my dissertation work, I will be evaluating the gifted program at your school to discuss how
decisions that classroom teachers make about their gifted students are influenced by beliefs about
intelligence and conceptions of giftedness. I will administer a brief survey to all teachers in
grades 2 through 5. I will then request a lesson plan and conduct an interview from participants
who teach identified gifted students. Results from the evaluation will be shared with building
administrators, the gifted coordinator, and dissertation committee members. Additionally, a final
report will be submitted to Norfolk Public Schools’ Research Authorization Committee.
I have selected participants from your school to be the focus of my dissertation work and request
your consent to participate. An internet link is provided below to access the survey which will be
available for the next two weeks. Teachers who participate in the interview will be given a lesson
plan template to structure a lesson that was previously taught. Specific guidelines will be
provided for those teachers who participate in the evaluation. A separate folder on a Google
Drive will be shared with each individual participant to which they will upload a lesson plan.
The interview will be conducted before March 31, 2021 and will last no more than 30 minutes.
Your identifying information will be maintained securely on my password protected computer
and will not be shared with anyone else. My notes and survey results will not be used for
anything other than this dissertation. There is no penalty for withdrawing from the evaluation.
There is also no remuneration for participating in the survey, lesson plan submission, or
interview. Participants may request to see the final product.
Your decision whether or not to participate will in no way affect your standing at your school.
Should you have any questions or desire further information please feel free to contact me
(Andrew Sytsma at awsytsma@email.wm.edu) or Dr. Bland (lcbland@wm.edu). Thank you in
advance for your cooperation and support.
Sincerely,
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Andrew Sytsma
I, _______________________________(printed name of participant), agree to participate in the
program evaluation “An Evaluation of a Gifted Education Program to Examine the Influence of
Teacher Participants’ Implicit Mindset of Intelligence and Conceptions of Giftedness on
Pedagogical Decision-Making”, being carried out by Andrew W. Sytsma. I have been informed
by the evaluator of the general nature of the evaluation and any foreseeable potential risks.
I understand that I may withdraw from this evaluation at any time, and that even if I do not
withdraw, I have the right to withhold permission from the evaluator to use any data based on my
participation.
I understand that there are no known benefits of participating in the evaluation. However, my
participation in this evaluation will contribute to the development of our understanding about the
influence of beliefs about intelligence and conceptions of giftedness on pedagogical decisionmaking and may lead to future areas of professional development.
I understand that participants will not be compensated for their participation.
I understand that there are no known risks associated with the evaluation.
I also understand that upon my request, the evaluator will provide me with a written summary of
the evaluation’s findings.
I am aware that I may report dissatisfactions with any aspect of this evaluation to Dr. Tom Ward,
the Chair of the Protection of Human Subjects Committee, by telephone (757-221-2358) or email
(tjward@wm.edu)
___________________________________________
Participant’s signature
(Completing the survey constitutes consent given)

_____________________
Date

ADMINISTRATOR APPROVAL
To Whom it May Concern:
As an administrator of the school where the evaluation is being conducted, I was informed by the
evaluator of the general nature of the project and of any foreseeable potential risks. I also
understand the benefits that may result from this evaluation.
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All of the questions that I had have been answered.
Name:_________________________________ Title:_________________________________
Signature:______________________________ Date:_______________________________
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VITA
Andrew W. Sytsma born February 6, 1980 in Rochester, NY.
Education
Doctor of Education, College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, VA, August 2021
Gifted Endorsement, College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, VA, December 2015
Master of Arts, English, SUNY Oswego, Oswego, NY, May 2005
Bachelor of Arts, Secondary Education in English, SUNY Oswego, Oswego, NY, December
2002
Bachelor of Arts, English, SUNY Oswego, Oswego, NY, December 2002
Related Training and Experience
Gifted Resource Teacher, Various Schools Grades 2-12, Johnson Public Schools, August
2015—Present
English Teacher, Middle School, Johnson Public Schools, January 2006-August 2015.
Adjunct Instructor. Humanities Department, Tidewater Community College, October 2007—
Present

Presented at the National Curriculum Network Conference (2017, 2021)
Presented at the Virginia Association for the Gifted (2017)
English Department Chair (Cluster Leader) (2009-2015).
Certified Thinking Maps Instructor (2010)
Certified TESA Instructor (2009).
Presented at the Virginia Technology and Education Conference (2009)
Certification
Teaching License – English (Commonwealth of Virginia)
Endorsements – English and Gifted Education
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